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commander of an operational unit. Its scope, as regards forces
involved, and particularly area and time (except for maneuver with
nuclear power) transcends the bounds of the battlefield. Operational
maneuver is aimed at changing the situation in the course of an
operation to facilitate the fulfillment of intermediate assignments
or even bring the operation to a successful conclusion. It may take
the form of maneuver with nuclear strikes delivered by operational or
tactical missiles or the army air force, [or] a maneuver by operational
groups from one sector to another to exploit success or outflank an
enemy group on the defensive, etc. u n t

Y. Novikov, F. Sverdlov, Maneuver in Modern Land
Warfare 1967
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Preface

The Soviets have long believed that the effective conduct of operational

maneuver is essential for a military force tq achieve success at the operational

level of war. In the 1930's the Soviets combined the fruits of modern tech-

nology (tank and airplane) with theoretical concepts derived from their Civil

War experience and that of World War I to formulate first the concept of deep

battle and later that of deep operations. These concepts envisioned the use of

mechanized forces to produce both rapid tactical penetrations and deep opera-

tional exploitation. These concepts and the forces to carry them out suffered

under the crush blow of Stalin's military purges of the late 1930's. Subsequent

Soviet military embarrassments in the Finnish War (1939-40) and during the first

6 months of the Russian-German War demonstrated the harm done by the purges and

underscored the major problems Soviet military leaders were to face in

reconstructing their mobile forces and reviving concepts for their use.

This reconstruction of forces and revival of concepts occurred at high cost

in lives during the heat of war. Nevertheless, by 1943 Soviet mobile concepts

and forces had emerged in complete form thus realizing the hitherto unfulfilled

promises of 1936. Soviet operational maneuver matured from 1943 to 1945

leaving a residue of theory and experience for generations of postwar military

leaders.

Those theories and experiences have dominated Soviet military thouQht and

practice in the postwar years despite a brief hiatus during the 1960's when

Soviet theorists deemphasized operational maneuver in the belief that nuclear

weapons had significantly altered the nature of war. Current Soviet military

theorists and practitioners have returned with a vengeance to the long Soviet



tradition of emphasizing the role andimportAnce of operational maneuver. When

they contemplate the planning and conduct of operational manevuer today they do

so with a basic faith in the utility of those earlier experiences when balanced

against the realities of modern technology.

_-This paper~addresses those Soviet experiences with ,operational maneuver and

ponders how those experiences have affected current Soviet operational tech-

niques, I have written it on the assumption that we also must understand what

the contemporary Soviet officer has learned and applied from his army's past.

... S, IL - V ., * ,
- - )

,2,Colonel David M. Glantz

A US Army War College

November 1985
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INTRODUCTION

This paper addresses a subject which has received a tremendous amount of

attention in the past two years but about which many questions are still beinq

asked - the topic of operational maneuver. My focus will be on the 3oviet

experience with operational maneuver. For the Soviets, the subject is by no

means new. In fact, operational maneuver has lonq been the central focus of

Soviet theoreticians, planners, and commanders as they have prepared for and

conducted war. Specifically, I will concentrate on concrete experiences the

Soviets have had with operational maneuver, for it is those experiences that the

Soviets are drawing upon extensively as they contemplate the conduct of opera-

tional maneuver today.

Let me begin by recalling the events of a single day in the summer of 1943.

The setting in which the action took place was a 40-kilometer sector of front

defended by the German LII Army Corps northwest of the Russian city of Beloorod

(Map 1). It contained the front line positions of three German infantry divi-

sions, the 255th, 332d and 167th. To their rear were the positions of two

German panzer divisions, the 19th and the 6th Panzer Divisions.

Let me recount the action that took place on that day. At 0500 hours

3 August the Soviets passed the codeword "Uruqan" (Hurricane) to their forces

assembled in attack positions opposite German defenses north of the city of

Belgorod. Instantly over 4000 guns opened fire on forward German defensive

positions pulverizing the lightly defended strongpoints.
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At 0505 the firing abruptly stopped, and German infantry filtered forward

to reoccupy the forward defenses and to meet the expected Soviet infantry

assault. Thirty minutes later, at 0535, the thunderous bombardment resumed,

raining fire on the surprised German defenders. Simultaneously waves of Soviet

aircraft pounded German ezfensive positions deeper in the rear area. After two

hours and ten minutes of fire, concentrated volleys of Katyusha rocket fire

ripped German positions for five minutes completing the devastation of German

defenses.

At 0755 hours, as the sounds of the last exploding rocket faded, the Soviet

fire shifted into the depths of the German defenses. Simultaneously Soviet

assault parties supported by battalion and regimental guns and infantry support

tanks advanced through the smoke and dust into and through the remnants of the

first German defensive line.

At 1140 hours, as Soviet infantry of 5th Guards Army cleared German defen-

ders from their second defensive lines 6 kilometers deep in the main German

defensive belt, the 5th Guards Army Commander General Zhadov informed his front

commander General Vatutin of his army's progress. General Vatutin immediately

signalled his two tank armies to begin their advance.

At 1150 hours, at a depth of 6 kilometers into the German defenses, the

forward detachments of General Katukov's 1st Tank Army and General Rotmistrov's

5th Guards Tank Army arrayed in battalion and company column lunged forward

along preplanned routes through the advancing Soviet infantry. The momentum of

the assault carried the four tank brigades comprising the forward detachmerlt;

through the third and last German defensive positions and into the operational

open. Behind the four brigades marched their parent corps advancing in brigade

column along a front of 6 kilometers.

By 1500 hours the armor of four Soviet tank corps were in motion through

the German defenses and were marchinq southwestward into the German rear area.

3



Behind them the mechanized corps of the two armies followed, each of which

completed its passage of lines by 2100 hours.

By 2200 hours 3 August, the bulk of two Soviet tank armies, over 1000 tanks

strong, had broken cleanly through the German tactical defenses leaving three

destroyed German divisions in their wake and had begun an operational exploita-

tion. The first modern Soviet offensive operation had begun, an operation

during which, for the first time, Soviet front and army commanders had at tneir

disposal forces capable of performing successful, sustained operational

maneuver - moreover, maneuver forces whose sole operational mission was to per-

form that task. Where did this capability caone from; and, more importatntly,

where would it go in the future?

4
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The Eve of Mechanization

Military theorists, planners, and commanders in the twentieth century have

faced many dilemmnas produced by the growing complexity of war. The emergence of

mass armies, the rapid development of technology, and the application of that

technology to virtually every aspect of war fighting have posed problems and

have provided new opportunities to those who have planned and conducted war. In

search of victory, these planners and operators have sought to solve those

problems and exploit those opportunities. Historical experiences have provided

evidence of their mixed success.

Among the foremost problems facing military men of the twentieth century was

the problem of mastering technology sufficiently to maintain the capability of

maneuvering on the expanded battlefield. Most military men realized thiat

maneuver was the key to victory and a means for avoiding the catastrophic losses

that direct confrontation with modern weaponry would produce. The experiences

of the Russians and Japanese in 1904-1905 and the major powers from 1914-1918

demonstrated that armies mastered the technology of firepower more quickly than

they mastered the technology of movement. The resulting dysfunction produced

the staggering losses that made the waging of war suicidal for the political

leadership of many nations to say nothing of the disruptive effects of these

wars on economies and societies.

In the yedrs after World War I it was natural for nations to look for oppor-

tunities to harness the new technology to the maintenance of their national

interests. These interests, in part, conditioned how nations responded to all

technological innovations. Simplistic explanations have credited the Soviets

and Germans with undertaking imaginative responses to the technological

challenges while criticizing the seemingly passive response of Western nations

5



to the same stimula. In reality, all nations appreciated the impact of tech-

nology. However, their responses were different. The nations, like France,

Great Britain and the United States, whose interests lay in maintaining peace

and the status quo saw the exploitation of technology as the means for creating

defensive concepts which, by virtue of their strength, made prospective offen-

sive action folly. This approach, best symbolized by France's Maginot scheme,

of course, had its political corollaries as well.

Other nations, restless within the status quo, viewed technological inno-a-

tions from another perspective. To those nations, most notably Germany and the

Soviet Union, the full exploitation of technology was a potential means for

escaping from the shackles of the crushing weight of firepower, for producinq

new offensive opportunities on the battlefield, and for realizing potential

changes in the political status quo. The early cooperation between Germany and

the Soviet Union in the 1920s in areas such as tank and aircraft development

were indicative of this trend. -

Those who sought an escape from the stalemate of positional warfare and

-0.crushing firepower did so by focusing on the subject of maneuver. Specifically, .

they sought to use firepower in concert with new concepts of mobility which also

resulted from technological changes. They believed that mobility technology -

might become the companion of firepower technology and that a blend of the two

might make maneuver on the battlefield again possible.

The Soviet Union, victimized by both World War I and her Civil War and

energized by new ideological motives, was particularly receptive to the idea of

experimentation in the realm of maneuver warfare. Moreover, her weak tech-

nological base and her Civil War experiences further conditioned that experimen-

tation. Lacking a strong economy, the Soviets realized that rapid economic

progress was essential for the nation to compete with the West (and perhaps also

6
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ideologically survive). Thus, much of the Soviet industrial development program

from the outset was focused on developing the capability for conducting success-

ful maneuver war. In addition, the Russian Civil War, during which relatively

small forces had waged war over vast areas, had permitted the conduct of

maneuver and had produced a qeneration of officers intellectually attuned to the

conduct of maneuver war.

In the 1920s the Soviet officer corps defined the problem and began articu-

lating solutions in concert with evolving technology. Simply stated, these

theorists concluded that strategic success in war required more than just an

accumulation of tactical successes. They concluded that operational success was

a prerequisite for strategic success, and they simultaneously defined the

parameters of the operational level of war.

The definitions which emerged for the strategic, operational, and tactical

levels of war became more precise; and those definitions, when fully refined,

clearly highlighted the problems of World War I operations and the conditions

necessary to escape those problems in the future. The Soviet theorist Svechin

wrote:

We call the operation that act of war, during which struggling
forces without interruption are directed into a distinct region
of the theater of military operations to achieve distinct

R. intermediate aims. The operation represents an aggregate of
very diverse actions: the compilation of operational plans;
material preparations; concentration of forces in jumpinq off
positions; the erection of defensive structures; completion
of marches; the conduct of battle by either immediate
envelopment or by a preliminary penetration to encircle and
destroy enemy uni ts, to force back other forces, and to gain
or hold for us designated boundaries or geographical regions.

If strategy dictated the aims of operational art, then operational art

similarly affected tactics. Svechin declared that:

7



The material of operational art is tactics and administration:
success in the development of an operation depends both on the
successful resolution by forces of distinct tactical questions
and on the provision to those forces of material supplies ....
Operational art, arising from the aim of the operation,
generates a series of tactical missions and establishes a
series of tasks for the activity of rear area organs.

Thus, in this emerging Soviet view all branches of military art were

interrelated. In Svechin's words, "tactics make the steps from which opera-

tional leaps are assembled; strategy points out the path." Svechin's work and

the theoretical work of others in the 1920s created the realm of operational art

as a new category of military theory.

Alonci with this redefinition of the traditional realm of iar grew a realiza-

tion that successful maneuver at the tactical and operational level could

liberate warfare from the fetters experienced in World War I and produce stra-

tegic success.

40
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3

Soviet Mechanization

It was the generation of Marshal Tukhachevsky which further developed these

new definitions. In the 1930's they first formulated the concept of deed battle

(GLUBOKII BOI) and later that of deep operations (GLUBOKAYA OPERATSIYA). The

Soviets derived these concepts in large part from Soviet Civil War experiences

against a backdrop of Russian World War I experiences and, in part, from an

active interchange of ideas with foreign military theorists.

The Soviets built an improving military force in the mid-thirties which was

desioned to conduct iobile w.ar and refined a military doctrine ,hic h emoiiasi7ed

extensive maneuver by mechanized forces at the tactical and operational level.*

Hence, by 1936 the Soviets possessed four large mechanized corps of about 60

tanks each; an array of !iechanized and tank briqades, reqi:ents., and battali cris

desiqned for employment at the tactical and operational level; and a field reou-

lation (that of 1936) which provided a blueprint for the integration of mecha-

nized forces into operations at every level of command.

However, in the late 1930s Soviet mobile concepts suffered severe setbacks.

The purge of Tukhachevsky and the majority of his compatriots inevitably brought

his concepts into disrepute. Simultaneously, the negative Soviet experiences

with large tank forces in Spain (1937-33) and in eastern Poland (Septemiber 1939)

led the Soviets by November 1939 to abolish the larae mechanized corps and

replace them with tank brigades - also larqe tank units but ones which lacked

infantry - and smaller motorized divisions. In fact this reduction of Soviet

armored forces was prompted in part by a realization that technological reali-

ties would have made it difficult for even Tukhachevsky to control so larae and

complex a force. I
Less than one year after the Soviet decision to truncate severely her

mechanized forces German armies swept into France spearheaded by German panzer

*As a corollary the Soviets also built an airborne force.

9
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corps and divisions. As France fell victim to blitzkrieg the Soviets suddenly

realized that Germany had stolen the march on the Soviets regarding mechaniza-

tion. The Soviets responded with a crash program to reconstruct a mechanized

force, although the catchword "deep operations" remained buried with its purqed

creators.

In late 1940 the Soviets mandated creation of almost thirty large mecha-

nized corps consisting of tank divisions and mechanized divisions. Shortly

thereafter this force was supplemented by new large airborne corps and antitank

brigades. These new mobile units, whose formation would be complete by 1942,

added much to the already large Soviet rifle, artillery, and air forces.

Hence, the Red Army force structure of 1941 was an iiposinq one, at least

on paper, and was a force the Soviets believed was capable of conducting opera-

tional maneuver. But it was also a force plagued by poor leadership and major

equipment problems.

The Soviet force structure of June 1941, while very large and elaborate,

was also very cumbersome (figure 1). The Red Army consisted of separate rifle

armies, each of which theoretically numbered in excess of one hundred thousand

men. The armies were subdivided into three or four large rifle corps; and the

corps, in their turn, consisted of rifle divisions, each with over 14,000 men.

The heart of the Soviet mobile force structure in June 1941 wa the 29 ,echa-

nized corps, only about half of which had their full complement of tanks.

Unfortunately, most of these tanks were older models rather than the newer T-34

and KV (Klementi Voroshilov) tanks. The mechanized corps were further sub-

divided into two tank divisions and one mechanized division. The Soviets also

had in their force structure large cavalry corps consisting of cavalry divisions

and airborne corps composed of airborne brigades. This was the large Soviet

force structure in existence when the Germans launched their lightning campaian

of June 1941 into the western Soviet Union.

10
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4

The Initial Shock of War

The German invasion of June 1941, a surprise althouoh it should not hav,

been, cauaht the Soviet armored forces maldeployed, poorly led, only aarti,]lv

trained, and poorly equipped. The German blitzkriea, conducted by four panzer

groups advancing along three separate axes, seized the initiative and denied

Soviet forces the opportunity to conduct effective counter strrokes.

Let us now turn to how that Soviet force performed in war as viewed throuch

the prism of selected operations. My focus will be on the Soviet c~oailitv to

conduct operational maneuver, hence the maps vill show only ,'.I tile JDviet;

organized their forces for combat, what forces the Soviets used to conduct

operational maneuver, and the deqree of success those forces achiev,d.

The German attack which occurred on ?2 June 1941 ias 5.-r d, Yd? I; 'r

panzer groups which quickly cut through Soviet border defenses ard penetrated

deep into the western Soviet Union. The Soviets reacted to the German attack by

attemptinq to counter-attack with their large but scattered mechanized forces

(Map 2). The Soviet mechanized corps' counterattacks were poorly coordinated

and generally led to operational disasters in each case where they 4ere con-

ducted. Only in the extreme south, in the Kiev Military District, did tne semin-

coordinated counterattacks by four Soviet mechanized corps aff.-ct ti_ Dr.:s

of the German advance. Throughout the summer of 1941, when thie lomentul;i ,f the

German advance kept Soviet forces off balance, the Soviets 3tte-ipte, w tf.(--

sive operations. The only major Soviet offensive )ccurred our, n ,o , in tY I
Smolensk region when the Soviets attempted to emDlov four 3r-li,,s o' their

Reserve Front in order to halt the German forward progress and r-lieve Soviet

forces already encircled in the vicinity of Smolensk (%iao )

12
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The Smolensk operation clearly demonstrated the problems that Soviet com-

manders were confronted with in the summer of 1941 as they sought to conduct

offensive operations. At Smolensk the Soviets suffered from a distinct lack of

armor, air, and artillery support. The four army shock groups that the Soviets

used in the counterattack role, each named for its commander, lacked large

armored formations in their composition. Most armor found in each of the armies

simply performed the function of infantry support. Moreover, coordination

between armor and infantry was poor. Thus, the Soviet Smolensk counterattacks

failed;, and the Germans continued their offensive, first towards Kiev in the

south, and later, in the autumn, towards Moscow.

The German offensive progressed throughout July and August and resulted in

the destruction of much of the Soviet pre-war force structure. As a result of

their unsuccessful combat operations, the Soviets determined that their units

were in fact too large and complicated for their commanders to effectively col-

mand and control. In addition, Soviet commanders proved inept at coordinating

the diverse forces and weapons under their command. Consequently, in Auoust and

September the Soviets began a truncation process in order to decrease the size

of their units to a point vhere their commanders could more effectivelY control

and employ them. By December 1941 this truncation process was complete (ficure

2). In essence, the Soviets lightened their force structure at all levels 3'

command. They dropped the rifle corps link from their rifle armies and

decreased the size of their rifle armies to under one hundred thousand ,hen. The

new rifle armies were comoosed of rifle divisions and rifle briqades ind 'al.

fewer supporting units. The rifle divisions themselves ,aere consicerably

reduced in size compared with their pre-viar counterparts, and the rifle Lrica -,

were nothing more than light divisions of about 4,500 nen each.
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The Soviets disbanded that portion of their mechanized corps structure that

the Germans had not already weakened or destroyed in combat. By December 1941,

the largest armored formation existing in the Red Army force structure was the

separate tank brigade. The new separate tank brigade was also shrunken and con-

sisted of only 46 tanks. Most of these tank brigades had, in fact, between 20

and 30 tanks. The Soviets formed 68 of these brigades by the end of December

1941. Even the cavalry corps were subject to the truncation process. The

Soviets formed over 80 light cavalry divisions by December 191+, each numbering

roughly half of the strength of the older cavalry division.

Thus the Soviets in a period of six months significantly lightened their

force structure. They stripped from that force structure much of its armor ana

artillery support and began concentrating those armor and artillery assets in

new units under control of the High Command (STAVKA). Later the STAVKA would

parcel those forces out to operating fronts and armies as dictated by specific

operational conditions. The net effect of this severe Soviet truncation of

their force structure was that it severely impeded the capability of the Soviets

* to carry out large scale sustained offensive operations and to conduct opera-

tional maneuver. A review of two Soviet offensive operations that took Dlace in

November and December of 1941 clearly demonstrated the scale of that problem.

The first operation took place near Rostov in southern Russia (Map 4).

During the Rostov offensive operation, which occurred in late November and early

December of 1941, the Soviets struck back at overextended German forces which

had seized Rostov. The Soviets conducted the offensive by inserting into the

first echelon of the attacking front a main attack force of a rifle army,

supported by two Lank brigades, a cavalry corps and a separate cavalry division.

This force penetrated German defenses but thereafter it proved too weak to

sustain deep operations. In this operation the Germans, because of their own

17
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over-extension, were forced to withdraw to more defensive positions along the

Mius River.

The Moscow operation of December 1941 and January 1942 also provided clear

indicators of Soviet operational deficiencies during that period of the war.

The Moscow counteroffensive began in December 1941 and ultimately encompassed

several offensive impulses that lasted well into February of 1942 (Map 5). It

was conducted by the armies of the Kalinin and Western Fronts against over-

extended German forces around Moscow. In these operations the only units

capable of conducting operational maneuver were three cavalry corps (the 11th,

1st Guards, and 2d Guards). These cavalry corps consisted of regular horse-

cavalry divisions, light cavalry divisions; a few tank brigades; and, in solle

cases, rifle divisions as well. These forces of mixed composition and limited

firepower were exceedinqly difficult to control and coordinate in deep oQer.-a-

tions. Moreover, only a limited number of tank brigades were available to sup-

port army commanders at the outset of the Moscow operation. Generally from one

to three tank brigades provided armored support for the advancing infantry of

each rifle army. This was not enough armor to generate the sort of offensive

momentum necessary to conduct sustained deep operations.

In the latter stages of the Moscow operation - in January and February

1942 the Soviets conducted the Rzhev-Vyaz:na operation (Ma 6). The oferive

demonstrated tnat Soviet forces could penetrate German defenses. However, once

those forces had advanced into the German rear, because of their lignt weaDonry,

those cavalry, ski, and airborne forces could not sustain their advance ano

fulfil their operational missions. Ultimately, by April 1942, tne front Yest D'F

Moscow was a patchwork quilt of overlapping Soviet and German units. The

Soviets controlled the countryside, and German forces controlled many of the

villages and roads.
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Rebuilding the Soviet Mechanized Force S

The Soviet High Command carefully examined their experiences in the summer

and fall of 1941; and they concluded that their major Droble-i in tie conduct Df

offensive operations was the absence of large, mechanized, armored forces.

After December 1941 the Soviets began the arduous process of rebuilding their

mobile forces during wartime and testinq them and refinino them in combat. It

was a process which transformed the Red Army force from a foot and hoof army of

infantry and cavalry into a potent force dominated by its siqnificant mobile

armored formations. That often costly, but iltimately frui'ful educ3tion, %.

culminated organizationally and doctrinally in 1944 and 1945. Soviet Droqress

throuahout the war in rebuilding a force capable of conducting operational .

maneuver, equipped to fulfill that task, and led by coi'andt s suited to perf)r,"

such a function can best be qauqed by a close look at specific Soviet opera-

tional experiences. ,

During the spring of 1942 the Soviets began forming larger armored for-

mations so essential for them to conduct more successful offensive operations in

the late spring and summer of 1942. In March 1942 the Soviets created the first

of these units - the new tank corps. Initially these corps consisted of 00

tanks, but this rose to 168 tanks by the summer and ultiiate, by tie -nd o

the year, to over 200 tanks each. Tne Soviets created 15 tank corps in 19a').

In May of 1942 the Soviets planned and conducted tneir first i"fensive

operation using these new tank corps - the <nar'kov oDer ation ',ao 7). t .as

an operation designed to preempt German offensive action 3,nJ Dlce the ini-

tiative in Soviet hands. The Soviet -igh Command planned to attack north and

south of Khar'kov and ultimately envelop and destroy German forces defendinq

that important city. In the spearhead of the t.vo Soviet envelonino forces were

22
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experienced cavalry corps and several new tank corps, two of which would exploit

the attack south of Khar'kov.

During this operation the Soviets confronted for the first time some of the

basic problems one must solve when orchestrating the use of deep exploiting

forces - specifically such problems as when should those forces be committed tc

combat, how should they conduct the exploitation, and where should link-up be

effected to produce the envelopment? In this operation the Soviets hesitated t3

commit their two tank corps, and ultimately they did not commit them to combat

until the sixth day of battle. Because of the delay, the two tank corps went

into action at the same time that the Germans began a major counterattack from

the south. That counterattack caught the Soviets unprepared, caused a hasty

recall of the tank corps to deal with the new threat and ultimately produced tqe

encirclement of the entire Soviet attacking force south of Khar'K v. Tne :v et

failure at Khar'kov paved the way for tne qreat German offensive wnich began i-

late spring and early summer and eventually culminated in the Battle of

Stalingrad.

Despite their defeat at Khar'kov, the Soviets continued to improve their

mechanized forces throughout the summer of 1942. They used their remaininc he.;

tank corps to try to parry the German advance in June and july of 1942; arc in "

July of 1942 the Soviets created a new force entity, the tank army o mi(e c:-

position. The new Soviet tank army, five of which were created, consisted 1 c a

mixture of tank corps, rifle divisions, cavalry corps, and separate tank briQa-

des. The major problem confrontinc the commanders of these nev; tank ar-mas J-s

that of holding such a motley, diverse aroup toqether and coordinatini Qe

actions of such diverse forces in offensive operations. Tne Soviets used tqese

new tank armies against the advancinQ Germans in the Voronezh area (July) and 1
again against the Germans on tn distant and close aoproacnes to Stalingrad. 'r.

4



virtually every case, when employed, the tank armies proved to be less than

fully effective against the better organized, better controlled, and better

equipped German armored units.

In addition to creatinq tank armies, in SeDtember of 1942 the Soviets,

created new mechanized coros consisting of three mechanized brigades and one

tank brigade or two separate tank regiments. The difference between the rmecha-

nized corps and the tank corps was that the former had a much heavier contincent

of motorized infantry. Because of the Soviet shortage of motor vehicles and

trucks, however, few of these corps ultimately were created. And those that

were created, like the tank corps, lacked true armored infantrymen.

Thus by late 1942 a new Soviet force structure had eeroe1 wnicl

demonstrated on the part of the Soviets a renewed faith in the 3bilitv of them,

commanders to control l~rQP- forces (finure 3). jence, th ;,i'1; 1Y;? n,, n"

size of rifle armies and again began adding the rifle corps level of command t)

the army structure. Some of the new, expanded rifle armies consisted of ne...

rifle corps which contained the older rifle divisions and rifle brioades. In

addition, the Soviet force structure by the end of 1942 included 5 full tank

armies of mixed composition as well as 15 tank and 4 mechanized corps. Front

commanders controlled the tank armies while the tank and mechanized coros were

normally put at the disoosal of army commanders.

'
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Rebirth of Operational Maneuver

The first major successful Soviet offensive operation usinn this more ,r

mature force structure occurred in Jovenber 1942 - in an operition tne Soviets ,

named "Operation Uranus," the Stalingrad counteroffensive. In this operation

the Soviets used reserve armies, raised and held in the rear by Stalin through-

out the summer and fall of 194?, in order to launch a major counterattack

against German, Rumanian and Italian forces in the Stalingrad area. The Soviet

High Command (the STAVKA) used several of the neq mechanized and tank corps as

the spearhead of that offensive effort.

The Soviets concentrated their armored forces in order to carry out the

critical envelopment operation of German forces at St~linarad (,Iao 3).

Basically the Soviets used a group of tank corps operating as a part t 5h Tank.

Army in an attack from the north and a tank and mechanized corps operating as a

part of the 51st and 57th Armies in an attack from south of Stalingrad. Tneir

aim was to penetrate the German and Rumanian defenses in both the north and the

south, to insert the concentrated tank corps and mechanized corps into combat,

and to link them up in the German rear somewhere west of Stalingrad in order to

create an encirclement of German 6th and 4th Panzer armies.

The Soviet Stalingrad operation was a success. The Soviets achieved a

penetration, committed and linked up their exploitinq mobile cords, 3no

encircled German forces within the city of Stalingrad. ut i, dino so the

Soviets learned that an envelopment operation was a far maiore comol icated opera-

tion than first met the eye. In fact, the conduct af the Stlinqrad aoeat ion

posed to Soviet planners and operators a whole new series of problems, the sol,;-

tions to which those planners and operators would work on or the remainder )f

the Second World War.
2~ 7.-
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The Soviets learned that there were five basic steps necessary for the

conduct of a successful encirclement operation (figure 4). These were steps the

Germans themselves had experimented with in the summer of 1941 and 1942 with

considerable but not total success. It was clear that to effect an encirclement

one first had to penetrate the enemy's defense. This .jas a rather easy qrobletn

to solve. Subsequently, those forces which had conducted the penetration had to

exploit and link up, also not a particularly difficult staae of the operation.

Once those forces had linked up, an inner encirclement line had to be created

around those forces that were encircled to insure they remained entrapped. By

the end of 1942, both the German Army 3rd Red Army had conducted these three

steps successfully. However, the additional steps were ones tiat posed greater

difficulties. For in order to conduct a successful encirclement one had to also I

erect an outer encirclement line in order to defend acainst relief )" the

encircled force. Ideally, that outer encirclement line also had to be able to

continue the offensive operation while the encircled enemy force is being

reduced. It was these last two steps that the Germans had difficulty with in

1941 and 1942 and that the Soviets had considerable difficulty with in the

winter of 1942 and 1943, beginning with the Stalingrad operation. For no sooner

had German forces been encircld in Stalingrad than the Germans began assembling

forces to relieve those encircled units. Without any operational pause the

Soviets responded by mountinq new offensive operations designed t) halt German

relief attempts, push German forces back, and, if possible, produce an overall

collapse of German forces in the southern region of tne Eastern Front.

In December 1942 the Soviets began the Middle Don operation, the first of

these new offensives (Map 9). Several new operational features emerged in this
I.,

operation. First, the Soviets improved their concept for massing their armored

forces. In the Middle Don operation the Soviets employEd four t ro ', corps, all

29
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operating out of the same small bridgehead on the south bank of the Don River.

They used those corps in a concerted advance deep into the German rear area, and

you can see from the arrows on the map where each of those armored corps

advanced. However, the Soviets neglected several critical measures in this

operation along the ,iddle Don. They established no common command and control

organization to control the four deep operating tank corps. In fact, each tank

corps commander was responsible to both the army commander in whose sector he

operated and to the front commander as well. Moreover, these armored forces -*

while pursuing their deep objectives tended to become over-extended and

separated from advancing Soviet rifle forces, and in nan, cases they operated

outside of the range of Soviet air forces.

This operation did result in operational success for the Soviets, but by

the end of the operation most of the coros involved retained -onl! a fracticn %

their starting strength. (Most corps began with around 200 tanks and by the end

of the operation were down to rouqhly 25 tanks each.) Because of the lack of ,

centralized command and control, once the Soviets had become over-extended,

German forces were able to engage each corps separately (for example, 24th Tank

Corps at Tatsinskaya). Moreover, the corps themselves were out of mutually sup-

porting range, hence each was defeated in its own right without being supoorted

by the others. Tne Soviets learned from their experiences in the 'Aiddle Don

operation, and they were very quick to apply those lessons learned in subseqiient

operations.

After completion of the Middle Don operation the Soviets conducted a ;emies

of front offensive operations which ranged across southern Russia. The Voronezh

and Ostrogosh-Roshish operations, extending from the upper Don River all the way

south to Rostov, began a series of Soviet attempts to force an ultimate collapse

of German forces in the south. Perhaps the most interesting in this new series

32



of operations was the Donbas operation conducted by the Southwestern Front

durini January and February of 1943 (Map 10). The Southwestern Front had

advanced steadily westward from the Stalingrad region, had created a large gap r

in German defenses, and had advanced into the rear of Germany Army Group Don.

The Southwestern Front commander, General Vatutin, planned to use his large

armored forces to spearhead a Soviet advance well into the German rear, if

possible all the way to the Dnepr River. His ultimate intent was to produce a

complete encirclement of all German forces operating in southern Russia.

The Soviet Southwestern Front had at its disposal for this operation six

tank corps, although four of the six tank corps were well below full operating

strength. The Soviets also undertook certain measures to make the operations by

those tank forces more effective. Vatutin placed four of his tank corps under a

single operational headquarters, in this case an operational arouo - Group

Popov. His purpose was to have Group Popov closely coordindLt the operations of

the four tank corps and keep those corps, if possible, within supporting

distance throughout the duration of the offensive. To better improve the

sustainability of those tank corps in their deep operations, Vatutin assigned a

specific rifle division to cooperate with each of the tank corps and mandated

that each of those rifle divisions be provided with a maximum number of vehicles

to permit them to keep up with the accompanying armored units. In essence,

Group Popov was to function as a mobile group of the Southwestern Front.

However, theory and practice proved to be very different matters. Once

Vatutin's offen ive uperied on 29 January 1943, almost inevitably the coros becan

operating on separate directions against separate objectives. Moreover, a new

problem arose - that of the armored units tending to become involved with

reducing individual German strongpoints. That tendency disrupted the overall

flow of the offensive plan. Although it seems from the map that all those corps
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operated along the same general axis of advance, in fact they operated in

staqgered sequence and usually out of mutual supporting distance. Only at the

very end of the operation, when all four tank corps had been reduced in

strength to between ten' and forty tanks each, did they Finally come tooether in

the same general area. Unfortunately for tne Soviets that jcur' ed i trie ti

when the Germans launched a series of successful and dev~statinI counterattacks.
.,

Another problem the Soviets experienced durinn the Donbas ODeration wis.

that the Southwestern Front commander held his two stronoest tank corps (the ist

Guards Tank Corps and 25th Tank Corps) in front reserve, and when he did coqmit-

those reserves to combat he committed them in an entirely difftrent )peration] 3

sector than Group Popov had bequn its operations in. .1, qt ra I Toviet arore' "

forces in the Donbas operation coordinated with one another very poorly; 30J

they tended to become overextended in their opor, .l , • Tn t ,  
Th ' Y 3l I

ject to German counterattack. Of course, the Germans did counterattack in an

offensive orchestrated by Marshal von Manstein, an offensive that ultit

forced the Soviets to withdraw to the Northern Donets River after sufferina

significant losses. The Donbas Operation ended the winter campaign of 194? and

1943 on a sour note for the Soviets.

The events that occurred during the winter of 1942 and 1943 had a signifi-

cant impact on Soviet doctrine and Soviet force structure, fa r dirino the ocer.-

tional pause that followed tne operations of February and 3rcn 19a3 toe

undertook to digest the lessons they had learned during those frenetic onerj-

tions across southern Russi3. They 9!so undertook 3 sicn fic~nt -e.r23nZit "

of their force structure to per-mit it to better carry out offensive operations

in the future. The Soviet force structure which emeroed in the simmer of 1903

was a force structure that in reality would persist throurhout 1900 and 195

with minor refinements (figure 5).
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The major changes in force structure actually had begun in January 1943 when

the Soviet High Conmmand mandated the creation of new tank armies, this time tank

armies of single type TOE and uniform composition. The new tank armies were

made up of two tank corps and an optionfal mnechanized corps. Their armor

strength was quite a bit stronger than that of the earlier tank armies. But,

more important, their command and control system was much tighter and more

effective. These new tank armies numbered between 400 and 600 tanks each, and

the Soviets created 5 of them by the summner of 1943.* In addition, throughout

the winter of 1943 the Soviets improved their tank and mechanized corps, struc-

ture by addinq to them those elements necessary to better sustain armored opera-

4 tions deep in the enemy rear. Throughout 1943 the Soviets also re-established

rifle corps in most of their rifle armies. In essence there was a growing

SOphistication in the Soviet force structure; a sophistication readily apparent

by the summer of 1943.

The operational pause that occurred between March and July of 1943 also

enabled the Soviets to capture in their doctrinal works the many lessons derived

from their experiences in the winter. They developed techniques and procedures

for the use of their new force structure, and many of those techniques and pro-

cedures reached full fruition in July of 1943 when the Germans conducted their

last strategic offensive, the offensive at Kursk. For the first timie in the

war, in the summer of 1943 the Soviets demonstrated their new operational

maturity by allowing the Germans to conduct a strategic offensive operation

without Soviet attempts to preempt and by conductinq a strategic defensive

operation to match the German offensive effort. Although the Soviets showed

great restraint in their decision to conduct a strategic defensive operation,

they nevertheless incorporated into their planning the conduct of two major

*And a sixth in early 1944.
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counterattacks or counterstrokes to be launched as soon as the German offensive

wave ebbed. Those two offensives did occur, one in mid-July during the German

attack and one in early August, shortly after the German attack at Kursk failed.

It was during those new waves of counteroffensives that the Soviets

revealed to the Ger'ians this new, more mature f~rce struct,itr, i DIrij 2 uc -

capable of much qreater operational success than its predecessor had been. Thus

the events of the winter of 1942 and 1943 culminated in a new staqe in the con-

duct of Soviet operations, a stage that would commence in Julv of 1943 3nd lead

to the greater Soviet victories of 1944 and 1945.

3I
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Maturation of Operational Maneuver IN

The first successful operation of this new stage of war occurred during and

after the German offensive at Kursk in July and Aunust of 1943. In tne first of

these counteroffensives at Orel and, in particular, during the second at

Belgorod-Khar'kov you can clearly observe the improvements in Soviet force -i

structure that enabled them to carry out more successful operational maneuver.

The Belgorod-Khar'kov operation commenced on 3 AuGust 1943 ('.lap 11). In the

Belgorod-Khar'kov operation the Soviets concentrated a larqe force, however that

force had gone through a very rapid period of preparation folo w1n the illtn-

sive combat at Kursk. The operation involved the participation of two Soviet

fronts, the Voronezh Front and the Steppe Front, fronts whose nission was to

reduce the German salient containina the cities of 3elcor J i n mJ ,'1k a v .

,.i

One of the most notable features of the Soviet offensive was the prolifera-

tion of Soviet armored units participatinq in the attack. In qeneral, Soviet

armies on main attack axes had subordinate to them a full tank or mechanized

corps. These tank and mechanized corps had the specific mission of exploitinq

the tactical penetration aenerated by army rifle forces. Thus they .,ere to

begin operational maneuver. In addition, Soviet front commanders for the first

time in the war had at their disposa! full tank armies, armies w-hich nunered

over 500 tanks each. These armies were to capitalize on tne success of other

rifle and mobile forces and perform the function of Jeep operational maneuver.

Thus in this operation Soviet commanders oossessed tne larcest ;mobile force ve,

available to Soviet commanders durina the war.

The Soviet concept of the operation was a rather simple one. It involved a

direct attack on the nose of the German salient by 'our armies of the Voronezh
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Front (the 40th, 27th, 6th Guards and 5th Guards) and by two armies of the "P
l.

Steppe Front (the 53rd and 69th). Those armies would conduct the penetration V
1P

operation north and northwest of the city of Belgorod and would commit their

operational maneuver forces, the tank and mechanized corps, in order to beain

the operational exploitation. Thereafter, the tao large tank armies would

advance to combat in an exceedingly narrow sector and would carry out a deep

operational exploitation into the region west of Khar'kov. Ultimately they

would encircle Khar'kov and in doing so destroy German 4th Panzer Armiy and Arm,

Detachment "Kempf." t

Durinq the Belgorod-Khar'kov operation Soviet forces conducted a successful 

penetration operation and committed their maneuver forces to battle success-

fully. Ultimately those armored forces drove to a depth of somie 120 kilometers

,)er)re Ger-ian reinf.ir,-c-p- nts Fouon t those .r its to h ]t Hi '. e .r , in this

operation the Soviets uncovered a whole new set of problems, oroblems v.lhich the'

then worked on solving during the remaining two years of the war. 'Many of those

problems related to command, control, and coordination of forces. In par-

ticular, the Soviets discovered that once those armored forces were committed to

deep operations, because of their higher degree of mobility, they tended to

become separated from supportino rifle units and also suoportinq artillery.

Thereafter the armored units became niwe ,vu1neranle to ,,-.ian % c, ,n a tcK.

To compound this proble,, there wNas also a tendenc for tI '.urred tn its Then-

selves to become over-extended with lead elements (f r'ar i ,jet.ici:cents)

operating up to thirty kilometers distant fr:m 'flo.- n el,-e'%. -ne

gaps between those separated elements rendered the irmoree :rce sp, .r

highly vulnerable to German counterattack. In addition to these no:mand 1

control difficulties the Soviets ran into oroblens Df sust3i lit! in temb e f

fuel, aii.munition, no al .1 of those looistical ite', s nec .ssw-v o a
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operations. There were also problems in coordinating the air support essential

to the survival of the force deep in the German rear area. Those problems would

take years to solve. Nevertheless, the major operational feature apparent in

August 1943 in the Belgorod Khar'kov operation was that the Soviets were able to

insert large forces deep into the German rear, they were able to advance ove,

100 kilometers, and they were able to fight German operational reserves to a

virtual standstill. Moreover, this was the first time in the war that the

Soviets had not been forced to give up major chunks of territory to German

counterattacks.

Even more important, perhaps, was the fact that these large Soviet armored

forces exacted a considerable toll in terms of manpower and arm~ored stren gth on

those critical and increasinqly scarce German operational reserves. AFter toe p

conclusion of the Belgorod-Khar'kov operation German armies had no choice but to 

withdraw several hundred kilometers to a new defensive line extending along the

Dnepr River. 0

Throughout 1944 and 1945 the Soviets conducted over one hundred front

offensive operations. Many of those operations involved the use of large mecha-

nized forces under control of army and front commanders. Examination of several

of the most important operations will show the tremendous strides made by the

Soviets in their ability to conduct successful operational maneuver. Since the

war Soviets have investigated and are still investigating these operations in

the belief that they are relevant to contemporary and future combat.

The first series of Soviet offensives to occur in 19al took p!3ce on vhat

the Soviets call the right bank of the Ukraine. In reality, these offensives

were an extension of those that occurred in December 1943. Taken together the

operations formed a major strateqic offensive. During the Right Bank of the %

Ukraine strategic operation the Soviets conducted eight front operations
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simultaneously and/or successively, and all were successful. In virtually every

one of these operations the Soviets used large operational maneuver furces in
the form of tank corps, mechanized corps, multiple tank armies, or what the

Soviets called cavalry-mechanized groups (a unit which emerqed in 1943 and was a

mixture of cavalry and mechanized forces). Moreover, they conducted tnese

operation5 during a time of the year when the weather had previously inhibited U.

operations. In the spring of 1944 the Soviets continued to conduct active front ".

operations right through March; April; and May, through the famous period of

razputitsa or thaw, during which Russian soil normally turns into a quagmire.

The richt bank of the Ukraine operation involved offenivt operations by

the Ist, 2d, 3d and 4th Ukrainian Fronts (Map 12). In virtually all of the

operations the Soviets made widespread use of tank and mechanized corps and tank

armies. The arrows on the map delineate where those t3nk forces operated.

Moreover, most fronts had subordinate to them at least one; sometimes two; and,

in one case, three tank armies. The net effect of the successful use of those

tank armies was that by April 1944 Soviet forces advanced all the .'iay to the

Rumanian-Soviet border.
'S

The 1944 operation that the Soviets are most proud of, and indeed it was

one of the most sophisticated Soviet operations, wu tht ?cX russian operation

or, as the Soviets call it, Operation Baaration. The ooerat cn c>'-enceo . '

June 1944 against the three German armies of Irmv ;ruo "Cen Ter FaQr3ratin wjs

indeed an ambitious operation, for it involved the forces :? '->ur Cr;vi SerTh

operating on very broad frontaoes i~ainst ve-r/ VJ - rec' r ' ' e7 .0-f i

involved the deliberate conduct of simnultineous ind siC%, o ....ent

operations. The overall Soviet operational 3ir wa to encic-cle by mneans o4

simultaneous envelopments German forces around the cities ' Vitebsk, Mooilev

and Bobryusk (3d Panzer Army, 4th Army ai, 9th A,;:Z .-;,:-tivy). Then, after
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German forces in the Forward defenses had been encircled, the Soviets sought to

conduct a deeper encirclement of all German forces forward of Minsk and then

pursue German forces as far west as the East Prussian border.

Soviet tank, mechanized and cavalry forces playe'd a decisive role in the

Belorussian operation (Map 13). Generally speaking the Soviets relied on their

tank and mechanized corps to conduct the shallow envelopments and to pinch off

German forces in the three major cities. They then used their larger mechanized

forces, in this case 5th Guards Tank Army and a Cavalry-Mechanized Group in the

north and a Cavalry Mechanized group in the south, to conduct the deeper envel-

opment of Minsk and spearhead the exploitation all the way to the border of

Germany. This operation was an immense Soviet success. Large German forces

were encircled at Vitebsk, Bobryusk, Mogilev, and east of Minsk. In actuality

the operational objectives achieved exceeded Soviet exoectations, and by the end

of July 1944 Soviet forces had already reached the East Prussian borders of

Germany. The Germans were finally able to stabilize the front at the end of

August 1944.

In August of 1944, just as the Belorussian operation was grinding to a

halt, the Soviets conducted the Yassy-Kishinev operation against German and

Rumanian forces in Rumanian Bessarabia (Map 14). in this operation the Soviets

also relied primarily on operational maneuver and encirclenn t; achieve *)rfe1-

sive success. The Soviets have studied tois operatinr ;ntens y since the war

years because while conductinq it the Soviets successfully so'ved all five steps

of an encirclement operation. The Yassy-Kishinev Doe-a'tin e of7ensive

operations by the 2d Ukrainian Front and the 3d Ukrainian Frcnt. After

penetrating the German defenses each front then exploited toe successful

penetration , ith tank and mechanized corps which enveloped German forces in the

Yassy and Kishinev areas. Simultaneously, larqer Soviet armored forces, in this
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case 6th Tank Army and a Cavalry-Mechanized Group, continued the attack deeper

inoRmnat h iyo uhrsinto Bulgaria, and ultimately westward

across the Carpathian Mountains into Hungary. Again the Soviets exceeded their

expectations, and the operation produced the collapse of the Rumanian Army and

the loss of a good portion of German Army Group "South Ukraine." Most of the

credit for the success of that operation went to Soviet mechanized forces who

carried out the envelopment and the deep pursuit operations.

In 1945 Soviet mobile operations became even more ambitious in scale and

scope, thus reflecting growing Soviet competence and also German weakness.

Since the war the most studied of all the Soviet operations has been the

Vistula-Oder operation which occurred in January and early February of 1945.

This was an operation that commenced'south of Warsaw along the Vistula River

(Map 15). Durinq the operation Soviet forces of the 1st Belorussian and 1st

Ukrainian Fronts broke out of bridgeheads on the west bank of the Vistula River

and attacked westward in hopes of liberating the bulk of German occupied Poland.

An imposing array of Soviet armor supported the offensive at virtually every

command level. In every case, armies operating on main attack axes had subor-

dinate to them one full tank or mechanized corps. The front commander of each

of the two attacking fronts had subordinate to him two full tank armies. In

these operations the Soviets employed a mobile force structure caoable of Con-

ducting and sustaining deep maneuver. As was the case in Belorussia and in

R umania the Soviets achieved more than they expected in the operation.

The operation illustrates the flexible manner in which the Soviets emnloyed

7. ~ their mechanized Fa)rces. The clap shows the axis of advance of each of the

mechanized and tank corps and of the tank armies. More importantly, you can see

beneath those arrows the time (in days) those forces were committed to combat.

Virtually every tank and mechanized corps entered combat on the first day of

I
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operations, generally with the task of completing the penetration of the German

tactical defense. The tank armies, however, were committed in a different

fashion by each the two front commanders. The 1st Ukrainian Front commander

committed his tank armies very early in the operation. Those armies generated

an offensive momentum wnich carried them to great deptns very quicKly. Dn tne

other hand the Ist Belorussian Front commander held back his tank armies until

his rifle forces and mechanized and tank corDs had penetrated throuqh the fill

depth of the enemy tactical defenses. Then, several davs into the operation, ne ,b

committed his tank armies. The net effect was basically the sane as that

realized in the Ist Ukrainian Front sector. Specifically, a treiendous forvar2

riorientum was generated that ultimately carried Soviet Forces nj Lri Jrjer .iver

and beyond, within 60 kilometers of Berlin itself.

While the Vistul a-Dde- ooer tiOo waS under ,avm toe. -? , ,n v.-.rr

further north. This operation, called the East Prussian operation, i]so repre-

sents something of a model of the way in ,vhich the Soviets conducted operational

maneuver in 1945 (Map 16). In the operation army commanders again had available

full tank or mechanized corps to use to conduct operational maneuver. The front

commander of each of the fronts also had available a front mobile Iroup for deeo

exploitation; in the case of the 3d Belorussian Front two tank corps and in toe

case of the 2d Belorussian Front a full tank 3rmv (5th Guarjs). qain the la'L

of their commitment and the effect of their commitment can be seen nraphi:aM ,.

Considerable offensive momentum was generated by the cirel 'iy timed Com mi en.

to combat of these armored forces.

The last Soviet offensive operation of the jar disolaeld r 3't in charac-

teristics that differentiated it significantly fromn .-artiie Operations in

Eastern Europe or in the Soviet Union. This .qas the operation the Soviets con-

ducted in August 1945 against Japanese forces in Vianchuri3 ('lap 17). The
50'
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Soviets in the Manchurian operation were confronted with a new set of problems,

problems which the Soviets believe are somewhat analogous to problems that

current planners and operators may have to face. The Soviet operation in

Manchuria was a true strategic operation in every sense of the word. It

involved operations by large forces (1,500,000 men) aqanst large forces (over

700,000 men) deployed in an extremely large theater of operations along a front

of almost 3,000 kilometers. Moreover, it was a theater of operations which

required an advance to a considerable depth (900 to 1000 kilometers) if a force

desired to penetrate into the very center of Japanese occupied territory. Even

more importantly, the region of Manchuria contained a very difficult terrain to ,

operate over. Exceedingly difficult terrain (mountains, swamps, deserts, and

heavy forests) insulated the key central areas of Manchuria from the outside,

and this peripheral reqion lacked any substantial road or rail netvork. In

fact, cracking throuqh the outer shell of Manchuria and reaching the heart of

Manchuria would, of necessity, involve widespread larqe scale operations over

exceedingly difficult terrain.
._

The most significant aspect of the Manchurian operation for Soviet military

planners was the necessity for conducting the operation rapidly. The imperative

of time confronted Soviet political and military planners and operators because

of American use of the atomic bomb at Hiroshima. Thus, it .,*gs necessary lor
U."Soviet forces to OCCUpy Manchuria fully before Japan left the war 3nd sinned a p

peace or an armistice. Consequently, the Soviets e'nploye1 certain rather ridi-

cal operational and tactical techniques in their condi-ct Dfenciv or.f""

in Manchuria, however, measures that had been tested on erlitr .DcCasOris in

eastern Europe. -%
"1,

First, they deployed all of their forces well forward witn tie three

operating fronts arrayed in single echelon formation. in a ud itin tajo of the
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three fronts deployed their forces in a single echelon configuration. This for-

ward deployment was supposed to impart overwhelming momentum and speed to the

Soviet advance. Second, each of the three fronts either led the offensive with

large armored formations or committed armor forward very shortly after the

operation began. The Soviets relied on the forward use of armored forces in

Manchuria at virtually every command echelon. The Trans-Baikal Front, operating

in Western Manchuria, led its offensive with 6th Guards Tank Army, a specially

tailored army reinforced by motorized rifle forces and consistinq of over 1,000

tanks and self-propelled guns. 6th Guards Tank Army's mission was to traverse

over 100 kilometers of desert, cross a mountain range which contained no roads

and very few tracks, and advance over 500 kilometers within a 4-day period to

preempt Japanese defenses. Other forces of the Trans-Baikal Front conducted

operations in >i,,ilar fashion and under similar circumstances. The 39th Army,

attacking out of extreme Eastern Mongolia, led its operations with a full tank

division in advance, while each of its rifle corps led their operations with a

full tank brigade. The same applied to other armies.

The initial use of armored forces well forward permitted those forces to

traverse very difficult terrain, bypass heavy Japanese fortifications, and

plunge deep into Manchuria. The net effect of this imaginative use of armor in

western Manchuria was that the Soviets in a matter oF five days time managed to

traverse over 450 kilometers of terrain and totally preempt JdparIest defenlses.

Moreover, the armored thrusts resulted in a total paralysis of Japanese command

and control, an almost total loss of Japanese control over their rather large

but scattered forces, and a total inability on the part of the Jap3nese to deal

with the rapidly advancing Soviet forces. Today the Soviets consider the

Manchurian operation a microcosm of the types of problems that modern armies

face in theater operations in respect to the overcoming of time constraints by

the conduct of rapid operations and in regard to preempting defenses before they

have jelled.
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Maneuver in the First Postwar Years (1946-1954) J

J!

While Soviet wartime operational experiences ceased in 1945, the Soviets ;"

continued to exploit those massive and varied experiences. Te Soviets, by '.

their very nature, study their experiences and learn from themn. Moreover, their ;

experiences are probably more extensive in terms of the magnitude and num,ber of .

large scale operations than those of any ari,,y that presently exists. The p

Soviets in the postwar years have made extensive use of that experience and

stil I do today, bo th i n the ta i I or in ri of the i r forc es and i n the genera t i on of

doctrine for the use of those forces•.i

'p

Soviet postwar force structure and military doctrine naturally closely

reflected the Soviet experience in the last two years of aar. In 1946 the,•

Soviets reorganized their forces to incorporate basic refin,-:ients i le in 19 I4 1.

and 1945 (figure 6). This generally involved the incorporation into unit TOES !''

of those forces that they had attached to operating units during the latter ,.iar- .I

time years. For example, the Soviet wartime tank and mechanized corps became""

full tank and mechanized divisions in the postwar years and the Soviet tank -'

armies became mechanized armies. Those new mechanized armies, incidentally, ,

looked very similar to the specially tailored 6th Guards Tank Armqy that had -

operated in August 1945 in ',lanchuria.

In addition to the new.- mechanized armies the Soviets formled co~nbined ar-Is

armies which were inl essence reshaped versions of the older rifle ar -iies. Tne

'p.

new combined ar-s armies consisted of from two to tree rifle corps and te

rifle corps in turn consisted of rifle divisions, noe init a siqnSficantlys

larger contingent of armor within them, an ed epeien divisiTns, iso beefed u

'

Soies n hepotwr eas av mdeexeniv ue f ha epeiecean

still~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ do toay bohih alrnio hi ocsadi h eeaino
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versions of the wartime mechanized corps.* This postwar army was an army that

drew upon the mobile experiences of 1944 and 1945 and an army which had

available within it large scale mechanized forces capable of conducting opera-

tional maneuver at the corps, army, and front levels. Moreover, although

mobile, these forces were also very heavy.

In the immediate postwar years Soviet front operational formations

reflected very closely the way in which Soviet fronts had operated in 1944 and

1945 (figure 7). The primary Soviet force within the front capable of conduct-

ing the penetration operation was the combined arms army consisting of rifle

corps and support units. Each of these combined arms armies contained an army

mobile group, a group specifically assigned tne taSK of oper'ational maneuver afrm

exploitation. The army mobile group consisted of one or two mechanized divi-

sions or tank divisions. In addi ti on, the front commander had ava ila bl e for

4 employment a front mobi le group in the form of the beefed up and very heavy

mechanized army which was designated to conduct operational maneUver in accord-

ance with the front commander's plan.

- The army operational formation also displayed an increased capability on

the part of the army commander to conduct operational maneuver (figure 8). In

addition to possessing one or two tank or mechanized divisions which he could

use as his own exploitation furce, each of his rifle corps had one mechanized

division which was also capable of conducting limited operational maneuver.

Thus there were heavy mechanized forces intearated within the rifle corps,

within the combined arms army, and within the front that could be comlmitted to

combat successively to develop operational maneuver at greater offensive depths

than had been the case in the period prior to war's end.

N- *Rifle corps had three rifle divisions or two rifle divisions and one mechanized
division. New type rifle divisions, introduced slowly after 1943, had a
significant number of vehicles and ultimaLelI y some APCs as well.
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Impact of The Zhukov Reforms

However, times change as do weapons, commanders, and oolitical leaders.

True to that axiom, after the death of Stalin in 1953, the Soiet -ry bean to

change. The changes occurred for a variety of reasons: first, because of new

political leadership; second, and perhaps more importantly, because of the

necessity for taking into account the impact of nuclear weapons on the battle-

field. By 1954 that impact was becoming rather apparent. Responding to that

challenge, between 1954 and 1953 tne Soviets went through a distinctive process

of rethinking their military doctrine and restructuring their arled f rces. Tqe

initial changes during that period were instituted by Marshal Zhukov as inister

of Defense; but, even after Zhukov's removal, Marshal Malinovskv continued the

basic Zhukov reforms.

Those reforms changed the face of the Soviet military in general 3nd, in

particular, the configuration of Soviet ground forces. The most fundamental

changes occurred within the mechanized forces because by 1954 the Soviets con-

sidered that their large mechanized armies and divisions were simply too larqe

and cumbersome, and hence, too vulnerable to survive on the emerging nuclear

battlefield. Very simply stated, they were too lucrative a nuclear taroet.

The aim of the Zhukov force structure reforms was t,iofold, to maintain a

highly maneuverable yet less vulnerable force and to make all Soviet forces

equally maneuverable on the battlefield. Hence, Zhukov 3bolished the 3rie

mechanized armies and replaced them with new, smaller tank irmies (f~aure 9).

He also abolished the mechanized divisions and the older rifle divisions and i

their stead created streamlined motorized rifle divisions. Tne new combined

arms army was made up of a nixture of motorized rifle divisions and tank
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divisions, and the new tank army consisted exclusively of tank divisions.* The

important point doctrinally was that while the Soviets recognized the importance

of nuclear weapons and tailored their forces accordingly they also recognized

that nuclear weapons were still but one type weapon on the modern battlefield.

The Soviets assumed that a large conventional capability was still necessary.

Hence, their motorized rifle divisions and tank divisions were still a rather

potent force in terms of the total number of divisions in the force structure

(175-180) and the strength of each division.

The combat use of those new forces from 1958 to roughly 1962 still

resembled the patterns of earlier years (figure 10). Within the front opera-

tional formation, combined arms armies would conduct the basic offensive pene-

tration operation, if in fact the penetration of an enemy defense was required.

Within each combined arms army, motorized rifle divisions effected the penetra-

tion; and tank divisions were designated to conduct initial operational maneuver

by beginning the exploitation into the operational depth of the enemy defense.

At the front level the tank army performed roughly the same function of deep

exploitation that the older and larger mechanized army had performed in previous

years. However, the Soviet term podvizhny grup (mobile group), which they had

used to describe those forces which conducted operational maneuver, went out of

use after 1956 primarily because the term was meaningless and superfluous since

all forces were now mobile. The important point was that while the terminolaoy

was dropped the function of those units was not. They were still considered

exploitation forces, therefore forces designed to be assigned a mission of con-

ductinq operational maneuver.

*The combined arms army usually consisted of thiree to four motorized rifle divi-
sions and one tank division while the tank army contained three to four tank e .
divisions.
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Within the army operational formation from 1958 to 1962 a similar effect

was apparent (figure 11). The main element tasked with conducting operationalA

maneuver - the tank division of the army - was committed in much the same I.

fashion as its predecessor tank and mechanized corps had been committed during

'World War II and the tank or the mechanized divisions had been committed in the

immediate post-war years.
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The Revolution in Military Affairs

A major change, however, did occur after 1960, a change that had a marked

effect on the Soviet military force structure and Soviet military doctrine for a

period of roughly eight years from the early 1960s to the mid- and late 1960s.

This change in force structure and doctrine after 1960 was driven in part by

political considerations and in part by military necessity. During that year

Khrushchev and other political and military leaders decided to accept the fact

that a "revolution" had occurred in military affairs. Marshal Sokolovsky artic-

ulated what the revolution of military affairs meant in his book Strateaiya

(Strategy) that appeared in 1962 and in subsequent editions.

In brief, Soviet acknowledgement of the existence of a revolution in mili-
'

-

tary affairs reflected their belief that general war in the future would, in
.5-

fact, be primarily nuclear. The net effect of that decision was the creation .

during this period of the Soviet strateqic rocket forces and the elevation of

that force to preeminent military status. Simultaneously tile Suviets relegated

the ground forces to a lower status and devoted less concern to the field of

operational art. There were other manifestations of this recognition of the

revolution in military affairs as well. The size of the Soviet qround force

structure decreased from the level of 180 divisions in 1960 to roughly 140 divi-
S

sions by 1968. The size of Soviet ground force formations including divisions,

armies, and fronts decreased; the amount of conventional firepower in those

units decreased; and the focus of Soviet doctrinal writinqs during this period

of 1960 to 1968 shifted markedly away from operational concerns.

The Soviet force structure in 1968 contrasted sharply with that of 1958

and clearly reflected the impact of the revolution of military affairs
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(figure 1?). The most striking change occurred by virtue of the narked trun-

cation in the size of the motorized rifle division from a strenqth of in excess

of 13,000 men in 1958 to a strength of somewhat less than 11,000 men by 1963.

There was a similar although not so great reduction in the strenoth of the tank

division. After 1960 there was also a tendency for the Soviets to create

smaller, more compact tank armies. In essence, the Soviet force structure of

the early and mid-1960s was a force structure that was much nore austere, much

more tailored to conduct battle and survive in nuclear battle, and clearly of

secondary import on the nuclear battlefield to nuclear weaoons.

After 1960 Soviet operational formations also chanqed sianificaritly. At

the hignest level the front consisted of three or four combined arl.ies and a

tank army (fiqure 13). There was greater force dispersion across thp C',nt and

qr,,V-r di so--sion of %)rces in the deotos o the %r'l.icn .t t- C"q.

level, and at the army level as well, there was a tendency to relv on tank for-

ces to lead the attack at every command level based on the premise that tank

forces were more survivable in a nuclear environment, and a rapid advance ,.as i

necessary. Moreover, within the front there was no specific force entity

assigned the specific mission or function of performino operational maneuver.

In essence, these forces of the sixties were designated to clean up or tidy up

the nuclear battlefield. Within the ar-my operational formatin the sa ' <[

was apparent: qreater dispersion of forces for protection's s3ke; great er Jept

of operations; lack of a distinctive force tasked with oerformnina the Functicn

of operational maneuver; and a qreater use of tank forces ..ihereve,7 nss ihe in
I

the first echelon (figure 14). This was the general tendency in the Soviet

force structure and in Soviet military doctrine throughout thi :mid-196Ds.
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Reassessment of the Revolution in Military Affairs

By the late 1960s, however, the situation slowly began to change. Those

changes were evidenced by a whole host of indicators. Simply put, from the late

1960s on into the 1970s the Soviets began to look again at the subject of opera-

tional art to a much greater degree than they had in the previous several years.

This indicated a growing Soviet belief in the possibility wiid e~ven1 likelihood

that war could be conventional rather than inevitably nuclear. That Shift Was

evident in theoretical works where the sole concern with nuclear operations

began to erode. At first the Soviets began to qualify their description of war

being nuclear by adding the phrase "however we recognize the possibility of con-

ventional operations." In time the "however" clause became lamqer and more ela-

borate. Finally the Soviets reached a point where conventional operations

received as much attention, if not more, in these doctrinal works than nuclear

operations. You could also note the clear shift in Soviet emphasis through

their investigation of their own World War II experiences. This shift was evi-

denced by a tremendous outpouring of investigative work in the late 1960s that

mushroomed into even more extensive investigations in the 1970s concerning

*virtually every aspect of the conduct of operational maneuver as well as a wide %,

* range of other operational topics.

In addition to changes in the theoretical and practical realm, changes were

apparent also in the Soviet force structure (figure 15). By 1984 virtually

every entity in the Soviet force structure had become more balanced in terms of

combined arms capability. Motorized rifle divisions were added to tank armlies;

and the size, strength, and numbEr of' the motorized rifle divisions rebounded to

where it had been in 1958. A similar effect was noticeable in the tank division
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and in the structure of the army and the front. The additions represented a

clear reemphasis on the development of the sort of forces necessary to conduct

successfully conventional ground operations and operational maneuver. Moreover,

Soviet concern for and study about mobile corps and army operations in World War

II indicates that in future wars, in fact in peacetime, they may in fact field

tank and mechanized corps designed to perform the same function those units had

been accustomed to performing in earlier years, the function of operational

maneuver.

How then would this new force structure be used in a contemporary conflict?

Obviously, the Soviets do not have single simple solutions to their offensive

problems, for there exist (and have always existed) a range of situations in

which they would use their forces. Our tendency has been, and is still, to

stereotype the way in which the Soviets conduct offensives without regard to

terrain, the nature of the defense, the nature of the theater of operations, or

the circumstances of the conflict. Thus, I will focus on how the Soviets are

* likely to organize their forces in order to conduct offensive operations in

three widely varying circumstances: against a heavy, prepared defense; against

what might be called a partially prepared defense; and against a virtually

* unprepared defense. Clearly the Soviets would prefer to attack the latter

rather than the former. Virtually every indicator contained within Soviet writ-

ten theoretical works and, in particular, within those which deal with what the

Soviets call "the beginning period of war" (nachalyni period voina) indicates

their firm belief that in preparing for modern war it would be folly to engage

in the classic type of slow mobilization which preceded previous wars.

Moreover, these works categorically renounce the practice of conducting the

classic type set piece battle with forces arrayed in deep, patterned formations.

Succinctly put, the Soviets have renounced what they call the "gnawing through
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of the defense" simply because, in a potential nuclear war, that method would be

indeed a suicidal type of offensive to launch. Hence, they would prefer going

against an unprepared or partially prepared defense even at a cost of little or

no advanced force mobilizatiG'.

How then would the Soviets conduct operations in each of these three cir-

cumstances. First, regarding a front operational formation arrayed against a

fully prepared defense the tendency would be for the Soviets to array their for-

ces more deeply than they would normally prefer (figure 16). In this case the

Soviets are likely to form the front in a two echelon configuration. The most

important element of this two echelon formation, however, will be the opera-

tional maneuver group (the group designated to perform operational maneuver).

At front level it is clear that the modern tank army would perform the same

function as the old mobile qroup performed, the function of operational

maneuver. The tank army would do so in tandem with new elements within the

force structure of the front, specifically the air assault brigade, and perhaps

also in tandem with older elements within the Front such as the airborne divi-

sion. Thus the Soviets have added a new vertical dimension to their operational r

maneuver concepts. This vertical dimension may expand in the future.*

Within the army operational formation in a situation of an attack against a

prepared defense the Soviets will also tend to echelon forces a bit more deeply

than they would prefer in order to protect forces from the effects of a poten-

tial nuclear exchancie (fiqure 17). In this case the army commander would

possess either a tank division or a tank corps specifically designated tj per-

form the function of operational maneuver. At army level there would also exist-

a vertical dimension of maneuver performed by a helicopter borne motorized rifle I%

battalion.

*Perhaps through creation of an air assault corps at front level and an air
assault brigade at army level.
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Against a partially prepared defense the Soviets, acting upon their

experiences in Manchuria and elsewhere, would attempt to deploy their forces as

far forward as possible in order to establish great initial attack momentum

quickly and to deny the enemy inviting targets 'in the Soviet rear area (figure

18). Additionally, the Soviets believe that it is and will be only prudent to

develop operational techniques that would deny the enemy the ability, or at

least make it difficult for him, to respond with nuclear weapons, even if he

wished to. At the front level against a partially prepared defense the tank

army would perform the task of conducting operational maneuver. The Soviets

would deploy the tank army as far forward as practicable, and they would commit

it to action as early as possible, again based on the assumption that one must

propel one's forces forward as rapidly as possible in order to decrease the

vulnerability of those forces to nuclear attack and to paralyze the enemy's cj,,-

mand and control system.

The same principles will apply to the army's operational formation when

engaging a partially prepared defense (figure 19). At army level a new element

appears within the operational formation, one which we do not recognize very

often today, but one which the Soviets have written about as much as they have

about the mobile group (operational maneuver group). The Soviets call that -

a.

element the forward detachment (2eredovoi otryad). The army will form for corn-

bat operationally with the bulk of its forces forward. It will have an opera-

tional maneuver group in the form of a tank division or a tank corps, and that

force will probably also deploy as far forward as possible to capitalize on

offensive successes as quickly as possible.

Operations by the army and by the operational maneuver group probably will

be led by a forward detachment. The Soviets are prepared to use forward detach-

ments against both partially prepared defenses or unprepared defenses at both
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army and division level. They used forward detachments rather extensively

during World War 11, and their doctrinal writings continue to accord them an

important role at both the tactical and operational level. The forward detach-

ment differs from that element that we norm-ially confuse it with, the avant garde

or the advanced guard, in that the advanced guard is primarily a security ele-

ment whereas the forward detachment is an element which has a distinct opera-

tional or tactical function: namely to preempt or disrupt the defense; to

disrupt enemy deployments; and to facilitate the advance of the main force. The

two most important functions are preemption or disruption of partially prepared

or unprepared defenses.

In wartime it is likely that Soviet armies will employ forward detachments.

Classically that army forward detachment has been of tank corps strength,

roughly 250 tanks; and I would expect that forward detachiii= tu Le ocf the sa. 1C

size today, only tailored to the situation which it faces. Its mission would be

to lead the army attack along the most critical axis in the army offensive sec-

tor, to drive its attack to as great a depth as it can but certainly well into

the enemy defenses (or where those defenses would be were they in fact in

place), and to disrupt or preempt thn-' defenses.* Likewise, each of the army's

motorized rifle divisions would also have a forward detachment. In the latter

stages of World War II most rifle divisions or rifle corps used a full task

organized tank brigade (or reinforced tank battalion) to perform that function;

and in virtually every operation, whetimtr~ it lbe pur-suit, meeting engagement, or

exploitation, after the penetration oDeration the rifle division led its opera-

tions with that tank heavy forward detachment. Today I would expect the Soviets

to do likewise in an attack against a partially prepared defense or against an

unprepared defense.

that is completely through the entire depth of the enemy's tactical defenses.
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The primary mission of the division's forward detachment is to disrupt or

preempt the enemy defense by getting into the enemy defense, by occupying a por-

tion of it, or by preventing it from becoming a coherent defense.* It is likely

also that a heliborne motorized rifle battalion within the combined arms army

(or tank army) would have the designated mission to act as the vertical element

of either the army's forward detachment or a key motorized rifle division's for-

ward detachment. In general terms, as a defense become more coherent, there is

less likelihood of the Soviets leading their operations with forward detach-

ments. In essence, the forward detachment performs the same sort of function

that the awl performs in carpentry work. It paves or eases the way for the

screw or nail to be inserted into the wood. These forward detachments are

indeed awls to be followed by main forces and by operational maneuver groups.

The offensive situation that the Soviets would prefer to face is an attack

against an unprepared defense. I define an unprepared defense as a defense that

has had time to erect part of its covering force but no more. Hence, operations

in such circumstances would take the form of an extended meeting engagement,

perhaps accounting for the increased and intense Soviet study of and practice in

conducting meeting engagements. The front operational formation in the cir-

cumstance of an attack against an unprepared defense would probably be single

echelon and would probably involve comiit.nent of the front's tank army to lead

the front attack (figure 20). This configuration represents the ultimate Soviet

attempt to preempt enemy defenses initially, avoid the use of nuclear weapons,

and win quick, decisive victory. Being prudent people the Soviets would prob-

ably keep some tank forces in reserve.

*A division forward detachment would attack to a depth of from 20 to 40 kilo-

meters that is beyond an enemy's covering force and well into the tactical
defenses, although perhaps not entirely through these defenses.
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The army operational formation deployed against an unprepared defense

would display similar features (figure 21). Most noticeable would be the pre-

dominance of and the reliance upon forward detachments to lead the attack: for-

ward detachments at army level in the form of a reinforced tank regiment or tank

corps; forward detachments at division level in the form of reinforced tank bri-

gades or battalions; and forward detachments of motorized rifle regiments in the

form of reinforced motorized rifle battalions. In this offensive configuration

main Soviet forces would be preceded by a virtual wave of forward detachments

advancing on separate axes all with the primary aim of preempting or disrupting

the defense before it gels. These forward detachments would pave the way for

the operations of Soviet main force units and of deeper operating forces, the

tank division or tank corps of the army and the tank army of the front. The

forward detachments and the operational maneuver groips can creat_ and iloap.irt

tremendous momentum to the attack and permit it to advance to even creater

depths than in earlier periods. S

8V
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Indices of Operational Maneuver

Mobile (Operational Maneuver) Group Size

Although the Soviets had determined in the 1930's that operational maneuver

forces were critical for offensive success, it took years for the Soviets to

determine what size force should perform that function and at what level. Since

in the 1930's the Soviets considered fronts to be strategic formations and

armies to be operational, the Soviets placed their mechanized corps singly in

subordination to armies (usually shock armies) or grouped under control of

front. The four mechanized corps of about 500 tanks each woul.j operate as a

part of or in support of shock armies on tht most important operational direc-

tions. Soviet use of two mechanized corps in Poland in 1939 was a pale reflec-

tion of this concept.

At the outbreak of war in June 1941 the larger Soviet mechanized corps

(1,000 tanks each) were designated to conduct operational maneuver for both

front (in the form of a cavalry-mechanized group of cavalry and mechanized corps

or a mobile group of one to two mechanized corps) and for army (an echelon to

develop success of one mechanized corps). The events of 1941 rendered this con-

E cept inoperable because of the German destruction of the Soviet armored force

and the Soviet inability to command and control the large mechanized force

effectively. However, in theory the concept of the mobile group remained a

valid one. The consequences of lacking such a force became apparent from t~e

0 results of operations in late 1941 and early 1942.

Thus in early 1942 the Soviets began rebuilding their armored force. One

facet of that rebuilding program was to determine the proper size of mobile

groups and the appropriate level for their employment. Early experimentation

with tank corps, tank armies, and mechanized corps of varying sizes produced by
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mid-1943 general agreement that a tank or mechanized corps of over 200 tanks was

required to fulfill the role of mobile group at army level while a tank army of

at least 500 tanks should perform the same function at front level.* Further

study during the last 2 years of war confirmed that a tank or mechanized corps

was suited for operations at army level, but at front level use of two tank

armies was desirable. Moreover the Soviets concluded, based on experience, that

the strength of the mobile corps should be about 250 tanks and self-propelled

guns and that of the tank army should be about 1,000 tanks and self-propelled

guns. By war's end all mobile units had improved motorized rifle (infantry)

support, in particular the tank army (for example, 6th Guards Tank Army in

Manchur i a).

These changes of the later war years became the basis for Soviet struc-

turing of armored and mechanized forces in the immediate postwar years. The

postwar tank and mechanized divisions, successors of the wartime tank and mecha-

nized corps, contained increased armored strength (about 340 tanks and self-

propelled guns per tank division and 260 tanks and self-propelled ouns per

mechanized division) and were bett balanced in terms of infantry support. The

new postwar mechanized armies (converted from tank armies) were balanced forces

of two tank and t.,o mechanized divisions numbering about 1,000 tanks and self-

propelled guns. The tank and mechanized divisiuns performed the function c4

operational maneuver within the combined arms army (and rifle corps as iel!),

and the mechanized army did likewise at front level, usually on the basis

mechanized armies per front. Throughout the first postwar period >1 ->-

the strength of these operational maneuver forces tended to increi,,-.

*These strengths were based on a thorough analysis of tank c<).-

experiences which showed tank attrition to be high (40-60 ..-
operation). That rate of attrition steadily declined thr.,,:-
average of about 15-20% in 1945.
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The restructuring of forces during the Zhukov years (after 1954) repre-

sented the first step in the process of creating a force capable of fighting in

a nuclear context. During this period the tank division evolved into a more

tank-pure entity of about 420 tanks and self-propelled guns. The tank division

was still tasked with the mission of conducting operational maneuver within the

combined arms army. The new tank army, which replaced the more cumbersome

mechanized army, numbered about 1,500 tanks and self-propelled guns and per-

formed the operational maneuver mission for the front, although now on the basis

of one tank army per front. These armored forces were heavier in tank strength

than their predecessors but weaker in terms of motorized rifle strength. The

Soviets compensated for this weakness in motorized infantry within armored units

by creating more numerous motorized rifle divisions for use in combined arms

armies. These new motorized rifle divisions replaced the older mechanized and

rifle divisions. The tendency to create more armor-pure units became more pro-

nounced in the 1960's as the Soviets adopted a force structure geared primarily

to the conduct of operations in only a nuclear context.

After 1960, during the initial stages of the "revolution in military

affairs," the Soviets adjusted their force structure to one capable of "cleaning

up" a nuclear battlefield. This new emphasis placed a premium on the use of

armored units because of their presumed improved survivability capability in a

nuclear war and deemphasized the necessity for conducting focused operational

maneuver. To further improve the speed and survivability of armored forces, the

Soviets reduced the strength of the tank division to about 330 tanks and the

tank army to a strength of from 1,000 to 1,300 tanks. Motorized rifle strength

within these armored units remained low. The tendency to employ these armored _PI

forces in front and army first echelon also blurred the necessity for conducting

operational maneuver.
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The Soviet shift in emphasis from nuclear war to conventional war (albeit

in a nuclear scared posture) so evident in the 1970's has prompted renewed

Soviet investigation of the optimum size and configuration of operational

maneuver forces. This shift has become obvious from changes which have occurred

within the Soviet force structure.

Returning to the pattern of pre-1960, the current tank division has a

strength of 325 tanks and a significant and growing motorized rifle strength.

The tank army with a strength of between 1,300 and 1,500 tanks has also improved

in strength and balance. With the renewed Soviet emphasis on the subject of

oeprational maneuver, it is likely that they will again use tailored forces to

conduct such maneuver at both army and front level. At army level the tailored

tank division (probably redesignated as a tank corps in line with traditional

practice) with a strength of at least 250 tanks will perform the function of

operational maneuver. At front level it is likely the Soviets will use two tank

armies to perform the same function. Because of the increased probability that

future war will be conventional, or fought in the context of nuclear uncer-

tainty, new importance is attached to the question of how these forces are con-

figured and employed when fulfilling their mission of conducting operational

maneuver.

Mobile (Operational Maneuver) Group Operational Formation

One of the most critical aspects of mobile group operations has been and

will continue to be how that force is organized for combat, in particular its

formation when mployed in the role of exploitation.* That orQanization dic-

tates how successfully that unit will operate and survive in combat.

*Exploitation used as a synonym for operational maneuver.
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Consequently few areas have received as much attention from Soviet military

theorists.

Serious consideration of the operational formation of tank and mechanized

corps and tank armies began after November 1942 and intensified in the later war

years. The experiences of November 1942 to January 1943 indicated that tank and

mechanized corps were best committed to combat (vvod v proryv--introduced into

the penetration) in two echelon column formation with the tank brigades of each

tank corps preceding the corps' motorized rifle brigade (with either two or

three tank brigades forward advancing along two to four march routes) and mecha-

nized brigades, with tank regiments in advance, leading the attack of each

mechanized corps. The first Soviet tank armies (of ad hoc composition), formed

in 1942, usually commenced operations with assaults on enemy tactical defenses

by their first echelon rifle divisions and separate t3nk brigades. Once those

enemy tactical defenses were penetrated (partially or totally) the tank army's

tank corps (usually two) advanced into combat in two echelon configuration in

order to complete the tactical penetration and commence the operational

exploitation.

During the summer of 1943 the new single TOE tank armies of three corps

composition conducted operations in two echelons. The army's two tank corps led

the attack (marching in multiple brigade columns along four routes of advance)

and were followed by the tank army's mechanized corps. Tank armies with only

two corps usually operated in single echelon with the corps advancing abreast.

Examples of tank army and mobile corps operational formations 3re found in

Appendices 1-3.

An important element of the tank army and mobile corps operational forma-

tion which evolved during wartime was the forward detachment (peredovoi otrvad). v

Initially viewed as a type of advanced guard with a distinct reconnaissance

89 •

•I



function, over time the forward detachment, particularly at corps level, took on

the tactical function of preempting or disrupting enemy defenses in the opera-

tional depths. As its function and importance expanded, so did the size and

number of such forward detachments. At Stalingrad thei 26th Tank Corps of 5th

Tank Army employed two reinforced motorized rifle companies as an army forward

detachment. This detachment actually effected the initial linkup that resulted

j in the encirclement of German 6th Army.

Throughout 1943 the forward detachments of tank corps grew from a single

tank battalion to a full tank brigade. In the ensuing years the tank corps

reinforced the tank brigade-size forward detachment with a wide array of sup-

porting units, including assault guns; antitank artillery; antiaircraft

artillery; and engineers. By 1945 such attachments to the tank brigades had

become routine. The mechanized corps also slowly increased the size of its I,)?-

ward detachment from a separate tank regiment in late 1942 to a full tank or

mechanized brigade by war's end. Thus by 1945 the tank army's advance was led

* by at least two reinforced brigade-size forward detachments from its first eche-

Ion corps. While exploiting into the operational depths tank armies often used

a third forward detachment deployed from its third mobile corps. So successful

were the forward detachments in achieving and maintaining offensive Momentum

* that their use was expanded to include leading the advance of rifle force as

well .*

Postwar Soviet Practices reflected the lessons learned from their wartime

experience with the operational formation of mobile units. The Post.iar lIecha-

nized army normally formed for combat in two echelons with its tw.,o tank divi-

sions forward and its mechanized divisions in second echelon. Likewise the tank

*A reinforced tank brigade led the advance of rifle corps while a reinforcedI
self-propelled artillery battalion often led the advance of rifle divisions.
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and mechanized divisions operated in two echelon configuration (the tank divi-

sion with two or three medium tank regiments forward and the mechanized division

with either two or three mechanized regiments forward). Reinforced tank bat-

talions from the lead tank or mechanized regiments served as division forward

detachments.

After the Zhukov reorganization the new tank army and the tank division

continued to operate in two echelon formation. However by the mid-1960's

further reorganization occurred, and the tank army and tank division deployed in

more dispersed fashion in either first or second echelon of the front or the

army. Tank armies and divisions also began operating in either one or two eche-

lons with tank and motorized rifle forces operating along multiple axes across a

broader front. The precise formation and composition of forward detachments

blurred just as had the function of operational maneuver.

Since the late 1960's the tank army and tank division with their increased

armor and motorized rifle strength have operated in one or two echelons

depending on the tactical and operational situation. Increased emphasis on the
.

use of these forces to conduct operational maneuver (as distinct operational

maneuver groups) has also increased the importance of forward detachments.

Within the tank army this function will be performed by a reinforced tank regi-

ment (or corps) and within the tank division by a reinforced tank battalion.

Illustrative of this trend toward the reemphasis of operational (and tactical)

maneuver, the motorized rifle division will also employ a reinforced tank bat-

talion in the role of divisional forward detachment.

Soviet interest in the role and composition of forward detachments, so evi-

dent in published works, is indicative of their continuing investigation of the

proper strength and configuration of forward detachments at each level of

command.
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Mobile (Operational Maneuver) Group Commitment to Combat

Among the key questions posed to Soviet military planners who contemplate

the conduct of operational maneuver were those of when, where, and how those

maneuver forces should be committed to combat in order to fulfill their function

of exploitation. As is the case with the size and configuration of the force,

the Soviets, in large part, base their current tactical and operational prac-

tices on their broad experiences from the past. Appendices 4 and 5 reveal that

past experience, and Appendix 6 shows how the Soviets have built upon that

experience in the postwar years.

In general, during the period from early 1942 through early 1943 the

Soviets experimented with precise operational and tactical techniques to be used

by mobile forces. The older ad hoc tank armies and their component tank corps

began their operations early and in sectors whose width turned out to be too

great for the effective control and coordination of deep operating forces.

Moreover these forces were committed to combat either initially or at a shallow

depth into the enemy tactical defenses, a situation wich inevitably entangled

these units in those defenses and eroded their combat strength considerably even

before they began their operational exploitation. Conversely, at times the

corps were held back too lona and committed lonq after the optimum time for

their effective use (Knar'kov 1942). In general, the id hoc tank armies

advanced to combat on the first day of each operation in sectors 10 to 35 kilo-

meters wide alonn four to six routes of adv3nce and at 3 depth of from I to 3

kilometers into the enev defensos. D rinq the same period separate tank and

mechanized corps beQ.in )op.rations on the first day of the operation in sectors

4 to 14 kilometers oqile ilonq two to siK routes of advance also at depths of

I to 3 kilometers inL tne ,emy defenses.
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After mid-1943, in order to alleviate the high attrition in armor and pro-

duce more positive tactical results, the Soviets adjusted the timing of mobile

force commitment to combat, the size of the sector of commitment, and the

number of commitment routes. These adjustments plus the Soviet restructuring of

mobile forces produced more effective tactical and operational use of those for-

ces. As shown by data in Appendices 4 and 5, from 1943 to 1945 the Soviets

committed their mobile forces to combat at a time when they could realistically

expect to begin a successful operational exploitation. Depending on the tac-

tical situation, and specifically the depth of the tactical defenses, after 1943

the Soviets committed their tank armies to combat 1 to 4 days after the assault

of front rifle forces. Moreover the commitment sector of the tank army

decreased to 8 to 14 kilometers through which the tank army advanced alono four

routes. The depth of tank army commitment varied from 2 to 25 ki loneters

depending on the day of commitment.

Durirn the same period the indices of tank and mechanized corps employment

also changed. The time of tank and mechanized corps commitment to combat varied

from day one to day four of the operation depending primarily on the nature of

the defenses. However, in the ideal circumstance and in the majority of cases

the mobile corps advanced into the penetration on day one or two. Tank corps

commitment sectors decreased to 2 to 6 kilometers while the nechanized corps

sector decreased to 6 to 12 kilometers.* Depending on the day of commitment tile

depth of commitment of tank and mechanized corps varied from 2 to 25 kilometers

although the averaqe for 1945 was 3 to 10 kilometers, that is the rear portion

of the enemy tactical defensive belt.

Drawing upon these wartime experiences the Soviets derived logical new

norms for the employment of postwar operational maneuver forces. Inherent in

*Mechanized corps usually had three brigades in first echelon while tank corps

had but two.
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this process has been the necessity to balance that wartime data against the

inevitable changes produced by changing technology, in particular the advent of

nuclear weapons.*

Indices of mobile force commitment in the first postwar period (1946-53)

reflected closely the experiences of the last year of war. The new mechanized

army normally advanced to combat on day two of the operation along four routes

of advance through an offensive penetration sector of 8 to 12 kilometers. The

army entered combat at a depth of 20 to 25 kilometers into the enemy defenses.

Correspondingly, the lead tank divisions of the mechanized army advanced along

two routes through a sector of 4 to 6 kilometers followed by the mechanized

divisions advancing on a similar or slightly expanded frontage. The mechanized

division performing the operational maneuver mission for the rifle corps and

combined arms armies advanced along two routes through a sector o 4 to 3 kilo-

meters at a depth of 8 to 10 kilometers into the enemy defenses.**

During and after the Zhukov reforms the indices of operational maneuver

doubled thus reflecting the new realities of the nuclear battlefield, in W

*An indices of these changes can be derived from Soviet data on the evolvina '.p

offensive sector of a tank (motorized rifle) battalion which is as follows:

Width of Sector Factor .

1945 .5-.7 kilometers 1
1946-53 .7 kilometers 1
1954-60 1.5 kilometers 2
1961-68 2 kilometers 2.85
1969-Present 2 kilometers - Nuclear 2.85 (By imolication a

1.5 kilometers - Nuclear Scared 2 nuclear scared
I kilometer - Conventional 1.43 posture would be 1.5

kilometers)

These indices, when applied to the force structure as a whole, provide a
rational basis for explaining changes in offensive sectors throughout the post-
war period. Interestingly, these factors also seem to apply roughly to depth of
mission, rate of advance, depth of commitment, and depth of defensive belt.

**The Soviets assessed enemy tactical defenses to be rouqhly 9 to 11) kilometers 4

deep. I
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particular the necessity for greater dispersion (although this was compensated

for by the increased strength of operational maneuver forces) and the increasing

depth of enemy tactical defenses (assessed at roughly 10 to 20 kilometers). In

accordance with these changes, the new tank army was expected to advance on day

two of the operation alonq four to six routes through a sector 16 to 24 kilo-

meters wide at a depth of 40 to 45 kilometers into the enemy defenses. Its com-

ponent tank divisions were to advance along two to three routes through a sector

8 to 12 kilometers wide. The tank division of front first echelon combined arms

armies, functioning as an operational maneuver force, was to advance in a like

sector on day one of the offensive for commitment at a depth of 16 to 20 kilo-

meters into the enemy defenses.

With the full Soviet recognition of the "revolution in military affairs"

(1960), the shift in emphasis to combat in a complete nuclear context continued.

While operational maneuver lost its importance, tank armies and divisions beqan

operating in a first echelon role at both army and front level as well as in

second echelon. Moreover, the internal echelonment of the tank army and tank

division became more flexible. Accordingly, the width of operational sectors

increased. By the mid-1960's the tank army of the front was to advance to com-

bat on day one or day two of the offensive (depending on its initial deployment)

through a sector of 20 to 32 kilometers along four to six routes of advance.

The army could be committed to combat at a depth of up to 60 kilometers into tne

enemy defenses, The tank division of the combined arms army was to commence its

advance on the first day of the operation along two routes throunh a ;ector

10 to 16 kilometers. It would enter combat at a depth of up to 30 kilometers

*into the enemy tactical defenses which by that time were presu:led to extend to a

depth of up to 40 kilometers.
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Soviet reassessment of the single nuclear option in the late-1960's and

1970's resulted in the judgement on their part that alternatives were available

to combat in an inevitable nuclear context. Specifically the Soviets concluded

that conventional operations were possible or operations conducted in a "nuclear

scared" configuration which, in essence, would permit a force to reap the bene-

fits of greater concentration of forces while minimizing the risks associated

with what had earlier been assumed would be operations in the context of an ine-

vitable nuclear exchange. This reassessment produced a new ranoe of indices

geared to those new judgements concerning the nature of contemporary combat.

While the Soviets maintained the older indices for operations in a nuclear con-

text, they reintroduced indices for conventional warfare (50 percent of the

former) and suggested the existence of a third set of indices midway between the

former and latter--indices for combat in a nuclear scared confiquration. (See

Appendix 6.)

In a contemporary context Soviet tank armies, singly or in pairs, will con-

duct operational maneuver for the front in narrower sectors than was the case in

the 1960's. Tank army sector width will range from 16 to 24 kilometers (nuclear

scared) to 10 to 16 kilometers (conventional), and the army will be committed to

combat along four to six routes of advance. The width of the tank army sector

will vary depending on the position of the tank army in the front's operational

formation, the echelonment of the tank army, and the nature of enemy defenses

(prepared, partially prepared, or unprepared). Commitment of the tank army or

armies to combat will occur from the first to third day of the operation at an

operational depth of up to 80 kilometers into the enemy defenses.* In aeneral

*Currently the Soviets assess the tactical depth of the defense to extend to

between 40 to 50 kilometers.
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terms, the weaker the defense the earlier (in time) and shallower (in depth) the

tank army will be committed.

The tank division (or corps) functioning as the operational maneuver group

of the combined arms army will advance to combat along two to three routes of

advance through a penetration sector of from 8 to 12 kilometers (nuclear scared)

to 5 to 8 kilometers (conventional). Commitment of the tank division will occur

on the first or second day of operations at a depth of up to 60 kilometers into

the enemy defenses.

Thus the offensive penetration sectors of both the tank army and the tank

division have shrunk somewhat in comparison to the norms of the 1960's. This

reflects a growing Soviet concern for achieving greater concentration than that

envisioned in the 1960's as well as their belief that the rapid multiple

penetration of enemy defenses will preempt effective enemy employment of nuclear

weapons and perhaps any enemy recourse to those weapons. In addition the effec-

tive use of forward detachments at every level of the combined arms army and in

the tank army and tank division will facilitate more rapid commitment of opera-

tional maneuver forces in more concentrated fashion.

Depth of Mobile (Operational Maneuver) Group Operations

Just as all of the indices of operational maneuver have evolved, so has the

depth of mobile force operations. Specifically, the Soviets have studied the

depth to which their maneuver forces have been able to operate and survive.

This last index, concerning depth of operations, is one of the most important

for the successful planning of operations. Its accurate prediction is a pre-

requisite for the achievement of the overall operational mission. Obviously the

depth of operations is first and foremost dependent upon force strength. Beyond

that it also reflects the configuration, sustainability, and skill of the force
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conducting operational maneuver. Of all the indices, to the operational planner

it is simultaneously the most important and the most difficult to predict.

Hence the Soviets have relied heavily on the experience factor in projecting

current and future depths of missions.

In general, as forcLs have become more mobile, more powerful, and better

controlled, depths of operations (and associated rates of advance) have

increased. That increase process, however, has been fraught with danger.

Early operations by the first Soviet tank corps and by the ad hoc tank

armies up to the summer of 1943 produced notable advances but left the mobile

forces exhausted and susceptible to the devastatina effects of counterattacks.

These counterattacks often forced tne Soviets to abandon a portion or all of

their offensive aains (Khar'kov, May 1942; Donbas, February 1943; Khar'kov,

March 1943). Tank corps operations it Stalinorad and in southern ?jssi -P -r-

November 1942 to March 1943 saw single tank or mechanized corps advancing to

depths of from 50 to 230 kilometers. Sinificantly the corps which made tne 5

greatest gains (24th Tank Corps and 4tn Guards Tank Corps) both virtually

perished in the process. Likewise tank armies registered similar advances only

to experience the same fate (Mobile Group Popov, 3d Tank Army). Only in the

summer of 1943 did Soviet mobile forces begin the process of achieving ever _

larger advances with less fatal consequences (although often with heavy losses). %

Tank armies in the summer and fall of 1943 averaged advances of from 30 to 1.30

kilometers within a period of from 6 to 13 days with only minimal losses of

territory to counterattacks. ?u 'ina the sDring and su;imer of 194 advances

extended from 200 to 400 kilometers within a period of 10 to 16 days. In 1945

advances swelled to from 140 to 700 kilometers over a period of from 6 to 17

days.* The Soviets experienced their greatest depth of advance in Manchuria

*The Soviets realize that the depth of those operations in part was dictated by

increasino enemy weakness.
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during August 1945 when 6th Guards Tank Army advanced (virtually unopposed) up

to 820 kilometers in 10 days of operations.

Meanwhile the depth of operations of tank and mechanized corps also

increased from up to 120 kilometers (6 days) in 1943, to between 110 to 230

kilometers (3 to 10 days) in 1944, to 110 to 250 kilometers (2 to 12 days) in

1945. The leveling out of the depth of advance for corps level units in 1944

and 1945 indicated perhaps the natural limits of advance dictated by the size of

the unit involved in those operations.

As was the case with other indices in the postwar period the Soviets envi-

sioned depths of missions for their units in accordance with the experiences of

like units in the later war years. Even so, these postwar units were also

markedly heavier in combat strength than their predecessors. That increased

strenath explained in part the increase in projected depths of coerations .hc

has evolved in postwar years (see Appendix 6).

The Soviets expected their postwar mechanized army and its component divi-

sions to be able to advance up to a depth of 200 kilometers into the enemy

defenses during a period of 5 to 7 days (immediate mission) and thereafter to

continue the attack to fulfill the subsequent mission. The mechanized division

% of the combined arms army first echelon rifle corps was expected to advance 25

% ~to 30 kilometers on the first day of its commitmient to combat in order to

complete the penetration of the tactical defenses and begin tine operational

exploitation. The mechanized (or tank) division of the combined arms army

mobile group was to advance 150 to 200 kilometers in from 5 to 7 days in order

to secure the army's subsequent objective and prepare for the furtner exploita-

tion by the front's mechanized army.

Atr1954, with teconversion of the mechanized army to the i-oemobile,

more flexible, and heavier tank army, the depth of operations of the front
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mobile group expanded. The Soviets expected the tank army to advance 250 to 270

kilometers in 3 to 7 days and thereafter to continue its advance to a depth of

500 kilometers within an overall period of 13 days. Likewise the tank division

of the combined arms army would advance 70 to 100 kilometers in I to 2 days in

order to pave the way for commitment of the front's tank army.

After 1960 the depth of operational missions expanded further in the wider

and more dispersed realm of the nuclear battlefield. By then tank armies were

to advance up to 300 kilometers in 3 to 7 days and tank divisions of combined

arms armies were to advance up to 100 kilometers per day of combat.

Since the late 1960's the depth of operations by operational maneuver for-

ces has remained high but varies significantly according to the nature of the

enemy defense. Thus the tank army is tasked to advance 250 to 350 kilometers in

3 to 5 days while the tank division of the combined arms army is to advance 100

to 150 kilometers within 2 to 4 days after commitment to combat. While rates of

advance vary considerably through various stages of the operation (for example,

penetration, exploitation, and pursuit), there has been a gradual increase in

those rates since the war as the mobility and firepower of operational forces

have increased.

Summary

The indices covered here are the most important ones associated with the

operations of mobile (operational maneuver) forces. They are not, however, the

only ones. In fact the Soviets have looked in detail at other asoects of mobile ,

force operations including sustainability; tank and personnel attrition; air,

artillery, antitank, and antiaircraft support; engineer requirements; command,

control, and communication; and precombat (combat march columns) formation. The

Soviets have also focused considerable attention on the operations of forward
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detachments (just touched upon in this paper) which, through their conduct of

tactical maneuver, to a large extent condition the success or failure of opera-

tional maneuver forces. Soviet concern for all of these facets of operational

maneuver underscores the importance the Soviets attach to operational maneuver

in contemporary warfare.

The evolution of Soviet postwar operational maneuver force employment indi-

ces demonstrates that the Soviets have displayed remarkable consistency

regarding the timing, sector, and depth of mobile force operations. Given the

rational evolution of these indices, it is no wonder that the Soviets have been

studying so intensely the operations of mobile forces in the last 3 years of

war. They firmly believe in the current relevance of those experiences with

operational maneuver.

-I

°.
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Conclusions

The new Soviet mobile concepts clearly have developed out of the study of

World War II and postwar experiences. They are concepts that pay considerable

attention to the factors of time and space. They are concepts that involve

careful tailoring of forces and the development of mass and concentration

through the time-phased use of forces rather than by the classic linear massing

of forces in dense and highly vulnerable formations. Moreover, they are con-

cepts that are derived from intense Soviet study of their prior experiences in

the operational maneuver, in particular those of World War II. All the while

the Soviets have been careful to balance this extensive research against the new

requirements produced by changing technology, improved weaponry, improved con-

mand and control, the revolution in electronics, and changes in a multitude of

other areas.

The Soviets realize that technological changes in weaponry, and partic-

ularly in the field of electronics and computer science, pose new challenges to

the military planner and operator.* Although these challenges often take the

form of problems they also offer opportunities to an army that objectively ana-

lyzes the nature of technological change and capitalizes on the essence of that

change. Through the study of the past the Soviets have defined the basic

requirements for conducting successful operational maneuver with mobile forces.

They have distilled from this study those constraints which govern the degree of

success a mobile force can achieve. These constraints take the form of basic

battlefield tactical and operational techniques. They are further defined by

the system of norms developed from that detailed study which provides basic

*See the numerous articles by V. Bondarenko in Kommunist Vooryzhennikh sil'

(Communists of the Armed Forces).
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indices for the conduct of all facets of operational maneuver. In the absenceV

of other data, these norms are a suitable starting point for planners.

However, in a period when all forces tend to be mobile it is, in the

Soviet's view, necessary to capitalize on technology in order to provide opera- %~

tional maneuver forces with an advantage over other mobile forces. This advan-

tage is best achieved by crisper, more timely procedure and by the exploitation

of the factor of time in all phases of planning and conducting operations. Here

the computer and mathematical calculations can provide increased efficiency that

may make the difference between battlefield success and failure. Hence the

Soviets have subjected their planning procedures and virtually every aspect of

the conduct of operations to the scrutiny of systems .3,nalyrtS and -iathenqati-

cians. This approach produces a myriad of nomograms and equations which when

applied to the traditional system of norms produces more accurate indices for

the planning and conduct of military operations.* These efforts promise to

increase the efficiency of planning and conducting operations and result in

saved time. This exploitation of the factor of time combined with a soundlo

understanding of the nature of operational maneuver will, in the Soviet view,

result in a marked advantage over their opponent on the future battlefield.

This intensive study of the past combined with a recognition of the tech-

nological realities of the present can produce a sharper, more effective Soviet

military force in the future. The resulting changes, which have already become

apparent in the 1980s and which will become even more apparent in the future,

indicate very clearly that for the Soviets the successful conduct of imaginative 5

operational maneuver has been and will remain the key to offensive success on

the modern battlefield.

*For example, see A. Ya. Bayner, Takticheskii raschet (Tactical calculations)
Moscow: Voenizat, 1982.
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Abbreviations

A Rifle Army (combined arms army) CC Cavalry Corps

GA Guards Army GCC Guards Cavalry Corps

TA Tank Army GHTR Guards Heavy Tank Regiment

GTA Guards Tank Army MRR Motorized Rifle Regiment

GSPB Guards Self-Propelled

TC Tank Corps Artillery Brigade

GTC Guards Tank Corps GSPR Guards Self-Propelled

MC Mechanized Corps Artillery Regiment

GMC Guards Mechanized Corps TBN Tank Battalion

RC Rifle Corps MRBN Motorized Rifle Battalion

GRC Guards Rifle Corps MRCO Motorized Rifle Company

RD Rifle Division

GRD Guards Rifle Division

TB Tank Brigade

GTB Guards Tank Brigade

MB Mechanized Brigade

GMB Guards Mechanized Brigade

MRB Motorized Rifle Brigade C

GMRB Guards Motorized Rifle Brigade

TR Tank Reaiment

GTR Guards Tank Regiment

RR Rifle Regiment

GRR Guards Rifle Regiment

TDB Tank Destroyer Brigade

GTDB Guards Tank Destroyer Brioade
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APPENDIX 1. TANK ARMY OPERATIONAL FORMATION

STRENGTH FORWARD
OPERATION TANK ARMY (TANKS, SP GUNS) ist ECHELON 2d ECHELON RESERVE DETACHMENT

Voronezh 5TA 600 7TC 2TC ' -
(July 42) 11TC

340RD
19 TB

Stalingrad ITA 250 13TC -

(July 42) 28TC
131 RD
153RD

Stalinqrad 5TA 400 47GRD 159RD 346R L"
(Nov 42) 119RD 1TC

124RD 26TC
14GRD 3CC

1166RR/ 3 Motorcycle
346RD Rgt

Donbas Mobile Group 212 3TC/57RD
(Feb 43) Popov 13TC/41GRD 4GTC/38GRD --

IOTC/52RD

Khar'Kov 3TA 165 43GRD 15TC 184RD "-
(Feb 43) 160RD

62GRD 12TC
i1iRD 6GCC

Korsun- 5GTA 236 20TC 18TC 25 TE*
Shevchenkovsky 29TC
(Jan 44)

6TA 210 5GTC 233TE 233TP(+)
5MC

Proskurov- 1GTA 239 8GMC 64GTB
Chernovi tsy 11GTC

(Mar 44)
3GTA 310 9MC 52GTh

6GTC
7GTC

4TA 253 6GMC 16 -166
"'

0 GTC

Uman- 2TA 231 3TC 11GTS
Botoshani 16TC
(Mar 44)

5GTA 221 29TC 1Th -- 25rh
20TC

l

6GTA 153 5GTC -- _
5MC -

*After penetration completed
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APPENDIX 1. (Cont.)

STRENGTH FORWARD ,
OPERATION TANK ARMY (TANKS, SP GUNS) 1st ECHELON 2d ECHELON RESERVE DETACHMENT

Belgorod-. ITA 571 6TC 28TDB 200TB(+)
Khar'kov 3MC 31TC 49TB(+)
(Aug 43)

5GTA 543 29TC 5GMC -- 32TB(+)
18TC 11OTB(+)

Krivoi-Rog 5GTA 300 28TC 5GMC
(Oct 43) 29TC (front

7GMC reserve)

Alexsandro- 5GTA 358 18TC 5GMC 7GMC -

Znamenka 29TC
(Nov 43)

Kiev 3GTA 621 6GTC 7GTC 91TB 91T2*
(Nov 43) 91iC

Zhitomir- 1GTA 546 11GTC 64GTB GT3*
Berdichev SGMC IGTB*
(Dec 43)

3GTA 419 9MC 7GTC 91T76
6GTC

Kirovograd 5GTA 366 1TC --

(Jan 44) 29TC 8MC

Belorussia 5GTA 534 29TC iG Motor- 31T6() -
(Jun 44) 3GMC cycle Rgt 9GMBC'-"

2TA 732 3TC 16TC I, 17TB
8GTC

Lvov- 1GTA 416 3GMC 64GTE 1GT(-
Sandonirsk 11UTC 19S:B 4-'; -

(Jul 44)
3GTA 555 9MC 6GTC 91TB 69I£."

7GTC 56T3(-, -

4T4 a64 IOGTC 6G.1 17G'- F "
61GTE ".

Yassy- 6TA 551 5GTC 47TP 29GD(-

Kishinev 5MC.

(Aug 44)

Diemel 5GTA 440 29TC -- 471Q 31T?
(Oct 44) 3GM C 19G3

Debrecan 6GTA 13.3 5GTC -- TR
(Oct 44) 9GMC _TR

*After penetration completed
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APPENDIX 1. (Cont.)

STRENGTH FORWARD
OPERATION TANK ARMY (TANKS, SP GUNS) 1st ECHELON 2d ECHELON RESERVE DETACHMENT

Vistula- IGTA 752 11GTC -- 64GTB 1GTB
Oder 8GMC 19SPB 44GTB
(Jan 45)

2GTA 873 9GTC IMC -- 47G3
12GTC 66GTE

3GTA 922 6GTC 51G TB

9MC 7GTC 57GHTR 70M-

4TA 630 6GMC -- 93T3 16G'.B
IOGTC 22SPE 63GT

East Prussia 5GTA 535 IOTC -- 47 -

(Jan 45) 29TC

East Pomerania IGTA 534 8GMC -- 64G T3 44G7 "

(Feb 45) IIGTC IGTB

12GTC ....
2GTA 276 9GTC

I XC

Budapest 6GT4 325 5GTC .... 29T?
(Nov 44) 9GM C

Vienna 6GTA 406 5GTC
9GMC

Berlin 1GTA 709 11 TC -- T
(Apr 45) 11GTC 64GT2 1GT:

8GMC 19SP 44GT5

2GTA 67? 9GTC I - --

12GTC

3GTA 632 6GTC 57G,--R 5_?ST -

7GTC 9t.1 56G-

4GTA 395 1 -TC 5G.? _5
6GY C I63-B

Prague 3GTA 475 6GTC 9',C 57GHT ,

(May 45) 7GTC

4GTA 325 1OGTC 56MC 63GT3 63G'3
6GMC 7GSP 35G'B

6GTA 133 5GTC 4G Motor- 22GTS
9G'Y 2GMC cycle Rat 3,G 'E

Manchuria 6GTA 1019 7MC _MR,-+)

(Aug 45) 9GMC 5GTC MI (+ )
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APPENDIX 2. TANK CORPS OPERATIONAL FORMATION

STRENGTH FORWARD
OPERATION TANK CORPS (TANKS, SP GUNS) Ist ECHELON 2d ECHELON RESERVE DETACHMENT

Khar'kov 21TC/6A 130 ....
(May 42)

Voronezh 7TC/5TA 200 59TB, 1/12MRB 160TB
(Jul 42) 53TB 12MRB

Volchansk 13TC/21A 180 167TB 85TB
(Jun 42) 158TB 20MRB

Stalingrad 1TC/5TA 168 89TB 159T111
(Nov 42) 117TB 44%1RB

26TC/5TA 168 157TB TB 2VR Co(+)
19TB 14MR5

4TC/21A 159 69TB 45T-
102TB 4 MP,B

Middle Don 17TC/6A 168 174TB 31;IPB 66TB TEN'+)
(Dec 42) 67TB TE +

24TC/IGA 159 4GTB 54Th
130TB 24!4 R

Donbas 4GTC/i1obile 40 -- 3GM;1E 12GTE 1aG,
(Feb 43) Gp Popov I3f TF

Sevsk 11TC/2TA 190 160TB 53TBS
(Feb 43) 12MRB

59TB

Khar'kov 12TC/3TA 35 97TB 30T TN(+)
(Feb 43) 166TB 13MRD TFN(+)

Orel 11TC/4TA 200 65TB 36T
(Jul 43) 20T3 12,m 2

Belgorod- 6TC/ITA 200 6MRB 112?Th n T
Khar'kov 22T3
(Aug 43)

29TC/SGTA I30 TB --Y3?-h
TB

4GTC/27A 200 12GTB -- 13GTB "I3T

3GMRB

Kalmus River 11TC/2GA 65T3 20TB 121 pE
(Sep 43) 3GTB

*with all corps tanks
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APPENDIX 2 (Cont.)

STRENGTH FORWARD
OPERATION TANK CORPS (TANKS, SP GUNS) 1st ECHELON 2d ECHELON RESERVE DETACHMENT

Zhitomir- 4GTC/60A 150 13GTB 3GMRB 12GTB 12GTB*
Berdichev 14GTB
(Dec 43)

Proskurov- 4GTC/60A 73 13GTB 3GMRB -- 14GTE
Chernovi tsy 12GTB
(Mar 44)

6GTC/3GTA 100 51GTB 22GMPB 52GT5 "
53GTB (Army reserve) -.

Belorussia 2GTC/11GA 252 4GTB 4G' P, B-1
(Jun-Jul 44) 26GT 25GTB

11TC/8GA 233 36TB/50GHTR 12YRE 2, TB T-,', +
65TB/1493SPR '?,, -

Lvov- 4GTC/1GA 230 14GTB 3G', P 13GTB T ,.+). +
Sandoni rsk 12GTB TB +)
(Jul 44)

Yassy- 5GTC/6TA 250 20GTE 6G,' i'3'
Kishinev 22GTE
(Aug 44)

Vistula- IITC/69A 272 20TB/1493SPR 36T3 --

Oder 65TB/50GHTR, TB.
(Jan 45) I2MRB/1461SPR

4GTC/5GA 242 12GTB 3GMRE/29HT 3C-TB -' +
14GT T,

East Prussia 3GTC/2SA GT3 GT-
(Jan 45) GTB _GI E

1OTC/5GTA 270 136TB T, -E-

173TE R E

Upper 4GTC/21A 12GTB 3G4PE 14-TB'
Silesia 13GTE 1

(Feb 45)

Berlin 7GTC/3GTA 54GT3 23G YB -..-

(Apr 45) 53GTB 357GTB

4GTC/5GA 65 3GMRB** 12GTB 14GTB -- m,
13GTB** ,

11 TC 65TB/50GHTR i2yRB/1461SPR 2*TB )-
36 T•

Manchuria 5GTC/6GTA 300+ ?OGT 22GT 10 ,tt r- TN
(Aug 45) cycle at,

21GTB 6MPB TB" ,,

*After penetration completed
*Used for infantry support
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APPENDIX 3. MECHANIZED CORPS OPERATIONAL FORMATION

STRENGTH FORWARD

OPERATION CORPS (TANKS/SP GUNS) 1st ECHELON 2d ECHELON RESERVE DETACHMENT

Bely 1MC/41A 210 65TB 37MB

(Nov 42) 35MB 19MB
219TB

Stalingrad 4MC/51A 220 36MB/26TR .... 55TR*

(Nov 42) 60MB/21 TR 15STR*
59MB/20TR

13MC/5 7A 180 61MB/TR 17MB/TR i66TR* %
62MB/TR 35 TP*

Kotel'- 6MC/2GA 195 55MB/30TR -- 77TP --

ni kovsky 54MB/79TR 73TF T R
(Dec 42) 51MB/76TR

Verkh- 4MC/2GA 107 59MB/20TR -- 55T

Kumsk ii 60MB/21 TR
(Dec 42) 36MB/1 8TR

Middle Don IGMIC/3GA 200 1GMB/3TR -- 3G --

(Dec 4.) 17TR
2GMB/19TR

Rostov 6MC/2GA 150 51MB/76TR -- 77TR

(Jan 43) 54MB/79TR 73TR
55MB/80TR

Kursk 5GMC/5GTA 250 24GT2 IOGMB -- 55T
(Jul 43) 12GME iGM

Mius 4GMC/2GA 170 14GMB

(Jul 43) 15GMB '.

16GMB

Mius 4GMC (Front 210 15G%1B 36G T -.. ",

(Aug 43) Mobile Group) I4GMB 13GTB

Belmorod- 3MC/ITA 130-i90 IMB i0.'B -- 9
Knar'Kov 1GT3
(Aua 43)

3GMC/47 213 7GB 3;5G ....

9GMB G -

IMC/53A 212 37A6 35B --

19MB T

219T3 -- .

Nikopol 4GY1C/GA 210 I-GMB 13GMB
36GT D,

15GMB

*Used as infantry support tanks.
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APPENDIX 3 (Cont.)

STRENGTH FORWARD
OPERATION CORPS (TANKS, SP GUNS) 1st ECHELON 2d ECHELON RESERVE DETACHMENT

Bereznogovatoye-
Snigirevka 4GMC/Cav. 200 15GMB --

(Marr44) Mech Group 36GTB 13GMB
P liyev 14GMB

Belorussia 3GMC/ 196 9GMB/1833SPR 7GMB
(Jun 44) Cav.Mech Group 8GMB 35GTB

1MC/Cav. 210 37MB 35MB B,
Mech Group 19MB 219TB .v ,+)

Yassy- 4GMC/Front 232 13GMB/1961TDR 36GTB
Kishinev Mobile Grou 14GMB/1512TDR 5MRB
(.Aug 44) 15GMB/1962TDR

7VIC/37m 208 16MB 41 TB --

63MB
64MB

5M /6 TA 210 2MB 45MB
9YI 233T:

Vistul3- !C/?GTA 260 37MB 35MB
Oder 19MB 219TB
(Jan 45)

* East IMC/2GTA 130 MB MB
Pomerani3 MB
(Feb 45) 219TB

Budapest 4GMC/46A 124 14GMB/1512SPR 36GTB/352HSPR,
(Oct 44- 15GMB 13GMB
Jan 45)

Morav - 5GMC/FFron 1OGMB 24 GT 3
Ostrav3 'Iobi Ie Gr~jp 11GMB IG",
(Mar 45)

:rpoer Si e 5 Isri/63. 12GMB*
(Niar a5) 24GTB* I1IGC

Berlin IvC/2G3 20 37MIB 1MB 2.

(Apr 45) M 21QMB f, o n
D e
br i c 3,-.

Manciur ia 9GW (6GT 300, 30GYD 31GMB 2" 3 s
(Auq 45) 57YRD 46GTB 136GIB E-S

I C 3rf),9 204TE/1253SPR 42%B/12O7SPR 7.GW"
72T612 .

*Used for infantry support
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